January 27, 1965
SENATE

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 27, 1965

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, God, in the noise and con-
fusion of these bafiling days, when world
peace with justice and righteousness still
hang in the balance, we would this day
lift our Te Deum for one who in the
darkest night, with indomitable courage,
was the embodiment of freedom and
human dignity in its finest hour—Thy
servant, Winston Churchill, to whom, as
he lies now in peace, all the world is
indebted.

We are grateful that to him came the
summons of the words to the prophet of
long ago: “I sought a man among them
who should build up the wall and stand
in the breech before me for the land, that
it should not be destroyed.”

To that ringing challenge, he cried,
“Here am I; send me.” And Thou didst
send:

The greatest captain of our times—
Great in saving commonsense,

And as the greatest only are

In his simplicity sublime,

Thanks be to Thee that such have
been, though they are here no more.

We bring our prayer in the name of
the Master of all good workmen, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
January 26, 1965, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Ratchford,
one of his secretaries.

REPORT OF HOUSING AND HOME
FINANCE AGENCY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC.
NO. 64)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate the following message from
the President of the United States,
which, with the acompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to the provisions of section
802(a) of the Housing Act of 1954, I
transmit herewith for the information
of the Congress the 17th Annual Report
of the Housing and Home Finance Agen-
¢y covering housing activities for the cal-

endar year 1963.
LyNpoN B, JOHNSON.

Tue WxITE House, January 27, 1965,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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REPORT ON U.S. AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ACTIVITIES, 1964—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H.
DOC. NO. 65)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which,
with the accompanying report, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Aeronauti-
cal and Space Sciences:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am proud to transmit—as I know the
Congress will be provza to receive—this
review of the significant successes of our
Nation's aeronautic and space efforts in
the calendar year of 1964.

The advances of 1964 were gratifying
and heartening omens of the gains and
good to come from our determined na-
tional undertaking in exploring the
frontiers of space. While this great en-
terprise is still young, we began during
the year past to realize its potential in
our life on earth. As this report notes,
practical uses of the benefits of space
technology were almost commonplace
around the globe—warning us of gather-
ing storms, guiding our ships at sea,
assisting our mapmakers and serving,
most valuably of all, to bring the peoples
of many nations closer together in joint
peaceful endeavors.

Substantial strides have been made in
a very brief span of time—and more are
to come. We expect to explore the
moon, not just visit it or photograph it.
We plan to explore and chart planets as
well. We shall expand our earth lab-
oratories into space laboratories and ex-
tend our national strength into the space
dimension.

The purpose of the American people—
expressed in the earliest days of the
space age—remains unchanged and un-
wavering. We are determined that space
shall be an avenue toward peace and we
both invite and welcome all men to join
with us in this great opportunity.

In summary form, the accompanying
report depicts the contributions of the
various departments and agencies of the
Government to the Nation’s aeronautic
and space accomplishments during 1964.

LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE Housg, January 27, 1965.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a joint resolution (H.J. Res.
234) making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1965, for certain activities of the Depart-
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ment of Agriculture, and for other pur-
poses, in whiech it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 234)
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, for
certain activities of the Department of
Agriculture, and for other purposes, was
read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that statements
in connection with the morning hour be
limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate go into executive
session to consider the nominations on
the Executive Calendar beginning with
those that appear after “New Reports.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the clerk will
state the nominations of the Executive
Calendar, beginning with “New Reports.”

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Arthur M. Okun, of Connecticut, to be
a member of the Council of Economic
Advisers.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON TECH-
NOLOGY, AUTOMATION, AND
ECONOMIC PROGRESS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the National
Commission on Technology, Automation,
and Economic Progress.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the nomina-
tions be considered en bloc.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nominations are considered
and confirmed en bloe.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, the Sen-
ate resumed the consideration of legisla-
tive business.
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APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to
Public Law 88-271, the Chair appoints
the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs]l, in lieu of the former Senator
from New York, Mr. Keating, to the U.S.
Puerto Rican Commission.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

RerorT oN ProcrEss oF ROTC FLIGHT
TRAINING PROGRAM

A letter from the Secretary of the Air
Force, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on the progress of the ROTC flight training
prograin, for the perlod August 1, 1963, to
November 30, 1964 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on unnec costs resulting
from leasing rather than purchasing elec-
tronic data processing equipment at Mare
Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, Calif,, De-
partment of the Navy, dated January 1966
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on wage rates for federally fi-
nanced building construction improperly de-
termined in excess of the prevailing rates for
similar work in New England areas, Depart-
ment of Labor, dated January 1965 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

CERTIFICATION OF SOIL S8URVEY AND LAND CrLas-
SIFICATION OF LANDS IN OROVILLE-TONASKET
Uwrr, CHIEF JosEPH Dam ProJECT, WASH-
INGTON

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, that an
adequate soil survey and land classification
had been made of the lands in the Oroville-
Tonasket unit, Chief Joseph Dam project,
Washington, and that the lands to be irri-
gated are susceptible to the production of
agricultural crops by means of irrigation
(with an accompanying paver); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF
IOWA HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES

Mr. HICEENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I send to the desk House Concurrent
Resolution 4 of the General Assembly of
the State of Iowa, urging the retention
of the domiciliary veterans' facility at
Clinton, Iowa.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concur-
rent resolution will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The concurrent resolution was re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, as follows:

House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 4 OF THE
StaTE oF Iowa

‘Whereas there is an immediate and con-
tinuing need for caring for veterans; and

Whereas there is an existing facility
known as the Veterans' Administration
domiciliary, located at Clinton, Iowa; and

Whereas this existing faclility has been
maintained properly and is at present hous-
ing more than 600 veterans; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Whereas sald facility could be continued
and even expanded at minimum costs to
meet the needs for veteran care; and

Whereas the Veterans’ Administration has
announced plans to close the sald domicili-
ary at Clinton, Iowa: Therefore, be it

Resolved by the house (the senate concur=-
ring) That the Veterans’ Administration is
respectfully requested to continue the oper-
ation of the domiciliary at Clinton, Iowa,
with its suitable facilities and desirable lo-
cation for the permanent care of veterans;
be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
transmitted to the President of the United
States, the President of the U.S. Senate, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
Congress, the Towa Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate, the Iowa Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives of Congress, and the Veterans’
Administration.

VINCENT B, STEFFEN

Speaker of the 'House

WiriaMm R. KENDRICK,
Chief Clerk of the House.

Attest:

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, from the
Committee on Banking and Currency, with
amendments:

5. 408. A bill to authorize a study of meth-
ods of helping to provide financial assist-
ance to victims of future flood disasters
(Rept. No. 11).

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment:

S.5676. A bill to encourage physicians and
dentists who have received student loans
under programs established pursuant to title
VII of the Public Health Service Act to
practice their professions In areas having
a shc;rtage of physiclans or dentists (Rept.
No. 12).

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT—
MINORITY VIEWS (S. REPT. NO. 10)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Muskie] from the Committee on Public
Works, I report favorably, with amend-
ments, the bill (S. 4) to amend the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended, to establish the Federal Water
Pollution Control Administration, to pro-
vide grants for research and develop-
ment, to increase grants for construction
of municipal sewage treatment works, to
authorize the establishment of standards
of water quality to aid in preventing, con-
trolling, and abating pollution of inter-
state waters, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and printed, and the bill
will be placed on the calendar.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the minority be permitted to
file its views on S. 4.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. EUCHEL:

8.763. A bill to extend the minimum wage

provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act
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of 1938, as amended, to employees perform-
ing work in or related to agriculture; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,

(See the remarks on Mr, KucHeEL when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. FONG:

5.764. A bill to amend title II of the Soclal
Security Act so as to provide monthly in-
surance benefits thereunder at age 72 for
certain individuals not otherwise eligible for
such benefits; and

8.765. A bill to amend title IT of the So-
clal Security Act to increase to $2,400 the
annual amount individuals are permitted to
earn without suffering deductions from the
insurance benefits payable to them under
such title; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr., SYMINGTON:

5.766. A bill for the relief of Lt. Samuel
R. Rondberg, U.S. Army Reserve; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. LONG of Missouri:

8.767. A bill for the relief of Gerhard
Hofacker;

$5.768. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Anson
E. De Vera;

KS. 769. A bill for the relief of Dr. Marshall

u;

S.770. A bill for the rellef of Zoe P.
(Bithos) Gavrilis; and

8.771. A bill for the relief of Dr. Amin A.
Faris; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LAUSCHE:

5.772. A bill for the relief of Jovan Janos
Bunyik; and

8.773. A bill for the relief of Dr, John Vil-
Joen; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PELL:

S.7T74. A bill to provide that the Depart-
ment of Commerce shall conduct a program
of investigation, research, and survey to de-
termine the practicability of the adoption
by the United States of the metric system of
welghts and measures; to the Committee on
Commerce.

5.775. A bill for the relief of Rosarinha
Cardosa;

8.776. A bill for the relief of Ellee
Punnett; and okl

8.777. A bill for the relief of Juliano Bar-
boza Amado and Manuel Socorro Barboza
Amado; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. PELL when he in-
troduced the first above-mentioned bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HART:

8.778. A bill for the relief of Nicola Morie;

8.779. A bill for the relief of Henryka
Lyska;

S.780. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Inge
Maarsso Fischer;

5. 781. A bill for the relief of Gabor Siska
and family;

S.782. A bill for the relief of Anna Ungvari;

5.783. A bill for the relief of Benedetta
Vitale;

S.784. A bill for the rellef of Americo
Mautl; and

5.785. A blll for the rellef of Enzo Lanni;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPAREMAN (by request) :

8.786. A bill to amend the National Hous-
ing Act by providing assistance to families
of low income in obtalning decent, safe, and
sanitary housing; and

B8.787. A bill to empower the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Assoclation to deal in con-
ventional mortgages and to provide otherwise
for its further development as a secondary
market facility; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when
he introduced the last above-mentioned bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HILL:

8.788. A billl to designate the Veterans’
Administration hospital being constructed in
the District of Columbia as the Melvin J.
Maas Memorial Hospital; to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.
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By Mr. SALTONSTALL:

S.789. A bill to prescribe a national policy
with respect to the determination and dis-
position of property rights to inventions
made in the course of experimental, develop-
mental, and research work conducted under
contracts or arrangements with the U.S.
Government; to promote the public interest

widespread use and benefit from
such inventions; to provide incentives to
invention by rewarding inventors; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr, SALTONSTALL When
he Introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SCOTT:

8.790. A bill to amend certain provisions
of the Area Redevelopment Act; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. Scorr when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. INOUYE:

8.791. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to continue to promote a pro-
gram for the conservation, restoration, and
management of the rare Hawallan Nene
goose; to the Committee on Commerce,

By Mr. ELLENDER:

S.792. A bill to amend section 8(e) of the
Soll Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. ELLENDER when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr, SIMPSON:

5.793. A bill for the rellef of Eee Hyung
Lee, his wife, Young Shik Chung Lee, and
his son, Choong Mu Lee; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and
Mr. MAGNUSON) :

S.794, A bill to amend the act of June

12, 1948 (62 Stat. 382), in order to provide

for the construction, operation, and main-

tenance of the Eennewick division extension,

Yakima project, Washington, and for other
s; and

8.795. A bill to provide for the assessing
of Indian trust and restricted lands within
the Lummi Indian diking project on the
Lummi Indian Reseryation in the State of
Washington, through a drainage and diking
district formed under the laws of the State;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. NELSON' (for himself and Mr.
MONDALE) :

S.796. A bill to amend the Forelgn As-
slstance Act of 1961 so as to authorize the
carrying out, in furtherance of the foreign
policy of the United States, of certain pro-
grams of assistance to needy persons and
soclal welfare and nonprofit school lunch
programs; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

By Mr. SIMPSON:

8.J. Res. 83. Joint resolution to cancel any
unpaid reimbursable construction costs of
the Wind River Indian irrigation project,
Wyoming, chargeable against certain non-
Indian lands; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR
STANDARDS ACT OF 1938, AS
AMENDED, TO ESTABLISH A NA-
TIONAL MINIMUM WAGE FOR
AGRICULTURAL WORKERS
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I send

to the desk a bill to amend the Fair

Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amend-

ed, to establish a national minimum
wage for agricultural workers. This

proposal would extend the wage provi-
sions of the Fair Labor Standards Act
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to those workers employed on large units
of agricultural production. I have long
been convineced of the necessity for such
legislation.

Under the proposed bill, there would
be a 3-year escalation in the rate of
minimum hourly payment. The rate
would be $1 for the first year, $1.15 for
the second, and thereafter, it would be
whatever the rate of the national mini-
mum wage was. Employees on farms
using more than 300 man-days of labor
during any one of the preceding four
quarters of a year would be protected by
these minimum wage provisions. In
1962, 2 percent of the farms in the
United States, employing 42 percent of
those employed in agriculture, reached
at least the 300 man-day standard. Ob-
viously, this minimum standard would
directly affect roughly one-half of those
employed in agricultural work. How-
ever, the actual effect would be far wider
than 50 percent of the workers. The
300 man-days figure was established to
enable reasonable administration of the
law. Immediate family members are ex-
cluded from coverage and a formula for
acceptable piecework payment is set
forth. ;

In addition, Mr, President, this bill
seeks to establish a very important rule.
Before foreign temporary supplemental
labor is certified for use in this country,
the executive branch possesses the dis-
cretionary power, under Public Law 414,
to determine whether the entry of such
labor into a given area will adversely
affect wages and working conditions of
domestic labor similarly employed. Re-
cently Secretary of Labor Wirtz, pur-
suant to the power delegated to him by
the Attorney General under Public Law
414, has issued an administrative regula-
tion which states that after April 1, 1965,
in order to receive certification to use
foreign labor, employment must first
have been offered to domestic workers at
rates no less than between $1.15 and
$1.40 an hour, depending on the State
concerned. I donot deny that the Secre-
tary has the power and, indeed, the duty
to see that qualified domestic workers
are employed before admission of any
foreign workers to our country. But, I
do not believe that the Secretary should
discriminate between States in the mini-
mum he sets. I believe that if the Con-
gress chooses to establish a minimum
wage for agricultural workers, no repre-
sentative of the executive, whether he be
the Attorney General, the Secretary of
Labor, or any other official, should pre-
scribe a wage which differs from the
statutory national minimum. The wage
that the Congress sets as a standard,
should be applied impartially throughout
the United States.

The economic and social reasons for
this legislation are compelling ones. In
1938, a national policy of minimum wage
security for industrial workers was es-
tablished. Since that time, the policy
has been reinforced and extended. Ag-
ricultural workers, however, were ex-
cluded. Is it reasonable or fair to
exclude agricultural workers from mini-
mum wage protection? Clearly not.

A minimum wage would not benefit
farmworkers alone. Two years before
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the Fair Labor Standards Act was en-
acted, a Supreme Court Justice sensi-
tively and succinctly outlined several
economic conditions that many still pre-
fer to ignore. He wrote as follows:

We have had opportunity to learn that a
wage is not always the resultant of free bar-
gaining between employers and employees;
that it may be one forced upon employees
by their economic necessities and upon em-
ployers by the most ruthless of their com-
petitors. We have had opportunity to per-
celve more clearly that a wage insufficlent
to support the worker does not visit its con-
sequences upon him alone; that it may
affect profoundly the entire economic struc-
ture of society and, In any case, that 1t casts
on every taxpayer, and on government it-
self, the burden of solving the problems of
poverty, subsistence, health and morals of
large numbers in the community. Because
of their nature and extent these are public
problems. A generation ago they were for
the individual to solve; today they are the
burden of the Nation.

That is contained in Justice Stone's
dissent from Morehead v. New York ex
rel. Tipaldo, 298 U.S. 587.

In the American mixed economy of
the 1960’s, Justice Stone’s dictum has
become increasingly applicable. The en-
tire Nation suffers when one group
within the economy is damaged. Let us
look for a moment at that damage. Ac-
cording to a special survey conducted by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture for
the Department of Labor in May 1963,
the average hourly wage paid in the
United States to contract construction
workers was $3.34, for mineworkers
$2.74, for manufacturing workers $2.45,
for wholesale trade workers $2.45, and
for retail trade workers $1.81. Yet, Mr.
President, and this is almost unbeliev-
able, agricultural workers were paid an
average of 89 cents an hour. Although
no comparative figures are available, the
average composite wage for agricultural
workers in 1964 was 90 cents. I am proud
to note that in my State the hourly aver-
age wage for farmworkers was $1.33.
As you can see, 89 cents or 90 cents an
hour for agricultural workers amounts
to less than half the wage paid to retail
trade workers, and a little more than
one-quarter of what contract construec-
tion workers receive on the average.
The disparity is a glaring one and the
gap is needless.

Economie, social, and humanitarian
considerations demand that the wage
provisions of the Fair Labor Standards
Act be extended to our farmworkers. I
hope that the 89th Congress will face
up to this longstanding inequity, and
provide a decent minimum wage for
those who labor in our fields. In doing
so, we can remove, in some small way,
the blight that should be on the con-
science of most Americans.

In a word, agriculture in America is at
a critical crossroad. The other day, the
Secretary of Labor on his own ipse dixit
set wage levels for agricultural workers
as a prerequisite to importation of farm
labor. He set one wage rate in Cali-
fornia. He set a lower one in the neigh-
boring State of Arizona. All across the
country there is a disparity in the mini-
mum wage rates established by the Sec-
retary.
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Mr. President, this is one country, and
I do not want the farmers of California
or of any other State to be discriminated
against by any kind of rule which pro-
vides that they will be paid one rate and
that workers in another State will be
paid another rate.

This problem cannot be swept under
the rug. We need to help American
migratory farmworkers to the maximum
extent possible. That is the reason why
the Senate Agriculture Committee last
vear, with my enthusiastic support, pro-
vided additional moneys to assist the
plight of American migratory workers.

Mr. President, I want it clearly under-
stood that what is needed is sound
American policy; that after we have ex-
hausted to completion the availability of
American farmworkers and have no
more who are available to do the job, the
American farmer needs the temporary
help of nationals from beyond our
shores.

I ask that the bill lie at the desk, hope-
fully for additional cosponsors, until the
close of business on February 5.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred,
and will lie at the desk as requested.

The bill (8. 763) to extend the mini-
mum wage provisions of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to
employees performing work in or related
to agriculture, introduced by Mr.
KucHEL, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

STUDY OF PRACTICABILITY OF
ADOPTING THE METRIC SYSTEM
OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, I again in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
providing that the Department of Com-
merce conduct a full-scale study to de-
termine the practicability of adopting
the metric system of weights and meas-
ures by this country.

For several years, the Honorable
GEORGE P. MiLLER, chairman of the
House Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics, and I have been pressing for
such a study. The reasons are self-evi-
dent—the metric system is used by al-
most every country in the world with the
exception of the English-speaking na-
tions; it is an integrated and uniform
system; and the ease by which it can be
learned and its simplicity of use denotes
higher efficiency and great savings of

ime.

I have attempted in drafting this bill
to accommodate all interested parties.
The bill specifically calls for comparative
studies of the standards of weights and
measures used in many broad areas, and
the relative advantages and disadvan-
tages of each in its respective field.

I recognize that some industries are
concerned with the prospective cost of
converting to the metric system. The
formula used by some may not be good
for others. For instance, the Eli Lilly
Co., converted on its own initiative over
a period of 4 years, economically and eas-
ily. The machine tool industry might
need 30 to 40 years, to take advantage
of the natural obsolescence of machine
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tools and the turnover in the labor force.
The important thing to keep in mind,
however, is the importance of gathering
the true facts and devising the most
economical plan.

Evidence is being constantly presented
regarding the great losses in manpower,
time, and money in frying to maintain
an antiquated system which is difficult
and cumbersome to use. In the field of
international commerce, it has been es-
timated that America loses from $10
to $25 billion yearly in orders to coun-
tries that are on the metric system.
If this estimate is accurate, we are sus-
taining losses that have a direct and dis-
astrous impact on our economic well-
being. If the estimate is not accurate,
an extensive study of the pros and cons
of adopting the metric system in this
country will give us the true picture.

While favorable reperts and state-
ments were received on my bill during
the last Congress from the Department
of Defense, the Department of Com-
merce, and several individuals and
groups, I am hopeful that in hearings
this session many other interested par-
ties will avail themselves of the opportu-
nity to testify. Full and complete hear-
ings will, I am certain, point up the need
for a complete study of the advantages
and disadvantages of converting to the
metric system. I believe this is a rea-
sonable suggestion, and one which will
accommodate all points of view.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of my bill be printed in full in the Recorn
at this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the REcORD.

The bill (S, 774) to provide that the
Department of Commerce shall conduct
a program of investigation, research, and
survey to determine the practicability
of the adoption by the United States of
the metric system of weights and meas-
ures, introduced by Mr. PELL, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Commerce, and or-
dered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of Commerce is hereby authorized
and directed to conduct a program of investi-
gation, research, and survey to appraise the
desirability, practicability, and cost of a
general conversion to use of the metric sys-
tem of welghts and measures in the United
States.

Sec. 2. In the conduct of the program de-
scribed in the first section of this Act, the
Secretary among other things shall—

(1) conduct extensive comparative stud-
ies of the standards of weights and meas-
ures used in englneerlng, manufacturing,

commercial and scientific areas and in edu-
cational institutions, and the relative ad-
vantages and disadvantages of each in its
respective field;

(2) cooperate with other governmental
agencies and private organizations in deter-
mining the advantages and disadvantages of
a general conversion to the metric system
in the United States or of a conversion to
such system in specific fields and the im-
pact of such conversion upon those affected;

(3) cooperate with foreign governments in
determining the advantages to the United
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States in international trade and commerce,
and in military and other areas of interna-
tional relations, to be derived from an in-
ternationally standardized system of weights
and measures; and

(4) investigate the attitudes of the depart-
ments and agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment and of the several States with respect
to possible practical difficulties which might
be encountered in accomplishing a conver-
slon to the metric system of welghts and
measures generally or in specific fields or
areas in the United States.

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall submit to the
Congress such interim reports as he deems
desirable, and within three years after the
date of the enactment of this Act, a full and
complete report of the findings made in the
conduct of the program described in the
first section of this Act, together with such
recommendations as he considers to be ap-
propriate and in the best interests of the
United States.

Sec. 4. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums, not to exceed $2,500,000,
as may be necessary to carry out this Act.

AUTHORITY FOR FEDERAL NA-
TIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIA-
TION TO DEAL IN MORTGAGES

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to empower the Federal
National Mortgage Association to deal
in conventional mortgages and to pro-
vide otherwise for its further develop-
ment as a secondary market facility. I
ask unanimous consent that an analysis
of the bill be printed in the Recorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred:
and, without objection, the analysis will
be printed in the Recorbp.

The bill (S. 787) to empower the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association to
deal in conventional mortgages and to
provide otherwise for its further devel-
opment as a secondary market facility,
introduced by Mr. SparkMAN, by request,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

The analysis presented by Mr. Spark-
MAN is as follows:

AnALYSIS OF S, 787

The purpose of this bill is to empower the
Federal National Mortgage Association to
deal in conventional mortgages and to pro=-
vide otherwise for its further development as
a secondary market facility.

The first section of the bill revises section
302(b) of the Federal National Mortgage
Association Charter Act so as to enlarge the
scope of the Association’s operations. Under
its regular secondary market operations,
which are in the main privately financed,
the Association would be authorized to
purchase, lend on the security of, and
otherwise deal in conventional (uninsured)
mortgages which do not exceed 80 percent
of the appraised value of the security, and
also in similar mortgages when the loan-
value ratio exceeds 80 percent if the excess
is covered by suitable mortgage insurance of
an acceptable private insurer. Also as to
the secondary market operations, certaln
existing operating restrictions are dropped
as not being appropriately applicable to a
privately financed activity intended to serve
the broad general secondary market for
mortgages:

These consist of the prohibition against
purchasing mortgages at a price exceeding
par (100); the prohibition agailnst purchas-
ing mortgages offered by, or covering prop-
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erty held by, Federal, State, territorlal, or
municipal instrumentalities; and a mortgage
amount ceiling of $20,000 for each family
residence or dwelling unit (as to which exist-
ing law now provides several exceptions).
All present restrictions are retained, however,
with one exception (see next paragraph) as
to corporation’s special assistance functions,
which are wholly government financed.

As to the Treasury-financed speclal assist-
ance functions, and also the management
and liquidating functions, section 1 would
accomplish the elimination of the existing
prohibition against the corporation’'s acqui-
sitlon of mortgages from Federal instru-
mentalities, in order to provide for possible
future centralization of Government mort-
gage ownership and management. Present
law provides an exception to the foregoing,
in that mortgages can now be acquired from
the Housing and Home Finance Agency and
its constituents; the bill would expand this
to include other Federal instrumentalities.
All other restrictive provisions in existing
law, including the general prohibition
against acquisitions of mortgages from States
and their instrumentalities, are retained.

Section 2 would expand the scope of the
corporate activities under the privately fi-
nanced secondary market operations, also.
It would repeal section 304(d) of the FNMA
Charter Act, which now states: “The Asso-
ciation may not purchase participations in
its operations under this section.” The pur-
pose, of course, is to empower FNMA to buy,
sell, etc., participations in mortgages, a type
of transaction which has become markedly
significant recently in the fleld of secondary
market activity in mortgages.

UNIFORM PATENT POLICY

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to prescribe a uniform patent policy
with respect to proprietary rights in and
to inventions, discoveries, and improve-
ments realized through Government re-
search and development contracts. In-
cluded in this bill is provision for Gov-
ernment inventive contributions awards.

I introduced a similar bill during the
first session of the last Congress in the
belief that there is a definite and con-
tinuing need for congressional action to
establish a defined, statutory policy con-
cerning disposition of patent rights aris-
ing out of Government research and de-
velopment contracts with private parties.
That this need is apparent is evident in
the statement of Government patent pol-
icy promulgated by the late President
Kennedy in October 1963. This mem-
orandum was a positive step toward a
solution of this problem; however, I be-
lieve it imperative to express Govern-
ment policy toward disposition of patent
rights under research and development
cont.{acts by specific statutory enact-
ment.

There has been a dramatic increase
during the past 20 years in Government
research and development contracts with
private parties. This is shown by the
fact that during the current fiscal year,
the Government will obligate approxi-
mately $15 billion for research and de-
velopment. This alone illustrates the
importance of these contracts to the na-
tional economy.

The absence of a uniform Government
patent policy has resulted too often in
confusion and uncertainty both within
the Government and among private seg-
ments of our societvn This condition
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should not be permitted to continue. I
believe it is essential that specific legis-
lation be enacted which will provide ex-
press standards for all departments and
agencies of the Government to employ
for determining the rights of parties
under its research and development con-
tracts. Reason, logic and equity require
that this be done.

I recognize that this entire subject is
extremely complex and solutions for the
various problems which arise under it
are often difficult to find. Certainly
there is no rigid formula which can be
applied to resolve all cases dealing with
the proper disposition of patent rights
under Government research and devel-
opment contracts. I believe, however,
that this bill can serve as a basis for
establishing reasonable standards for the
negotiation of these contracts.

My bill provides, with certain specific
exceptions, that the patent rights of the
parties shall be determined at the time
Government research and development
contracts are negotiated. It establishes
criteria for determining disposition of
these rights and provides that the Gov-
ernment will always receive an irrevoca-
ble, nonexclusive, nontransferable, roy-
alty-free license to any invention devel-
oped under these contracts.

In my opinion, this bill insures protec-
tion of the rights of all parties to re-
search and development contracts and
gives due recognition to their contribu-
tion and effort in a manner consistent
with our system of free enterprise. I
believe that this bill offers a reasonable
basis for the establishment of a Govern-
ment patent policy toward research and
development contracts.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 789) to prescribe a nation-
al policy with respect to the determina-
tion and disposition of property rights to
inventions made in the course of experi-
mental, developmental, and research
work conducted under contracts or ar-
rangements with the U.S. Government;
to promote the public interest through
widespread use and benefit from such
inventions; to provide incentives to in-
vention by rewarding inventors; and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. SAL-
TONSTALL, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EXTENSION OF THE AREA RE-
DEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
amend certain provisions of the Area
Redevelopment Act.

I have supported area redevelopment
legislation since 1957. It was a much-
needed program then and it still is now.
But our quest for really effective and
equitable area redevelopment legislation
has not been easy.

Twice bills were passed by Congress
and then vetoed, in part because the
legislation was faulty. Then when leg-
islation passed for a third time and was
signed into law in 1961, it was so loaded
with extraneous features that the best
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of national administrations would have
had difficulty in properly implement-
ing it.

Indeed, at times this whole idea of
providing help for communities to help
themselves has been degraded into a
“pork barrel” program.

Shocking evidence of inequities, waste,
and unfair treatment of States like
Pennsylvania in the administration of
the area redevelopment program was
brought to light just last October when
the General Accounting Office reported
that $26 million in funds administered
under the area redevelopment program
had been spent in areas which no longer
needed them.

While those funds were fattening up
areas which had already achieved eco-
nomic recovery, areas which were still
in need such as Scranton and Union-
town-Connellsville, Pa., had not received
grants because of insufficient funds.

I have always thought of area re-
development legislation as a rifle that
should pinpoint areas of greatest need
and provide help where needed the most.
That was the objective of the first bill
I sponsored many years ago and that is
the objective of a bill that I am intro-
duecing today. It would extend the area
redevelopment program for 4 years, but
would limit its benefits to areas of real
need, rather than firing hard-earned tax
dollars around like buckshot.

My bill would largely limit area re-
development funds to areas of chronic
and persistent unemployment having a
labor force of 15,000 or more. Buf it
would not foreclose assistance to areas
having smaller labor forces which meet
tightened eligibility requirements, or
areas which have suffered disasters or
are faced with an abrupt rise in unem-
ployment, such as that which will be
caused if the Olmsted Air Force Base
is closed.

This legislation will mean a fairer dis-
tribution of funds to areas of real need
in Pennsylvania and other States with
pockets of chronic and persistent unem-
ployment. Moreover, I have been assured
by Pennsylvania Secretary of Commerce
John K. Tabor, that the tightened eli-
gibility requirements will not eliminate
one Pennsylvania county or community.

The introduction of this bill conforms
with a pledge I made to the people of
Pennsylvania last fall, and I am urging
its prompt consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 790) to amend certain pro-
visions of the Area Redevelopment Act,
introduced by Mr. ScorT, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 8(c) OF
SOIL CONSERVATION AND DOMES-
TIC ALLOTMENT ACT

Mr. ELLENDER., Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend section 8(e) of the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act.
I ask unanimous consent that a letter
from the Secretary of Agriculture, re-
lating to the bill, be printed in the
RECORD.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the letter will be
printed in the REcorp.

The bill (8. 792) to amend section 8(e)
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act, introduced by Mr. ELLEN-
DER, was received, read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

The letter presented by Mr. ELLENDER
is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., January 8, 1965.
Hon. CARL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeaAr SENATOR HAYDEN: The Department of
Agriculture recommends that section 8(e) of
the Boll Conservation and Domestic Allot-
ment Act, as amended, be further amended
to substitute language for the “small cost-
share increase” provision, which would
direct the Secretary to give particular con-
sideration to the conservation requirements
of small family farms in the approval of
agricultural conservation program (ACP)
cost-sharing assistance for the application of
needed conservation measures.

There is enclosed a draft of a bill to ac-
complish this proposal. This is identical
with a bill, S. 2734, introduced in the 88th
Congress but not enacted.

The present provision requires that each
payment of less than $200 shall be increased
by a specific dollars and cents amount rang-
ing essentially from 40 percent of the earned
cost-shares for the smallest payments to a
#14 increase on cost-shares from $60 to $186.
This provision has for many years substan-
tially failed to accomplish the purpose for
which it was originally designed. It was
added to the act beginning with the 1938
program when the major use of program
funds was for production adjustment or con-
trol purposes. At that time the size of pay-
ment was closely related to the size of farm
and by glving additional assistance in the
low-payment brackets (which the present
rigid formula requires) the objective of pro-
viding more assistance to small farms was
substantially achieved.

This situation does not exist in present
programs since the amount of ACP payment
is no longer closely related to the size of
farm. Under present programs devoted en-
tirely to assisting farmers to apply needed
soil, water, woodland, and wildlife conserv-
ing measures, small payments are in numer-
ous cases made to large farms. The effect of
the present provision is to reward the farm-
ers who do the least amount of conservation
work regardless of the conservation needs of
thelr lands, the financial assistance needed
by the farmer, or the size of the farm.

An objective of giving increased attention
to the conservation problems of small fam-
ily farms can be much more nearly met if
the Secretary were not required to apply
the arbitrary, mechanical formula presently
required. Flexibility is needed so that the
objective can be carrled out in a manner
most appropriate to each area, taking into
account the variation in the physical size
of family farms in different areas, the rela-
tive needs of farmers for assistance, and
other relevant factors.

The enactment of this proposal would not
alter the legislative requirement of section
156 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act that funds be allotted among
the States in accordance with the relative
need of their lands for conservation meas-
ures. Its enactment would eliminate the
necessity for the Secretary temporarily to
withhold a part of the authorized funds to
be added later for these ineffective “small
cost-share increases,” and permit those need-
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ed funds to be used to get Increased con-
servation work.

A great majority of the farmer committees
who administer the agricultural conservation
program have been recommending for many
years that such a change be made. They
have repeatedly proposed using the funds
otherwise required for those complicated and
unproductive arbitrary increases, to share
the cost of additional conservation work on
farms on which the funds are most needed
to accomplish the original purposes of this
legislation.

Enactment of this proposal would not re-
quire additional appropriations, but would
permit more effective use of all of the funds
authorized,

A similar letter and a copy of this draft
of a bill is being sent to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that
there is no objection to the presenfation of
this proposed legislation from the stand-
point of the administration's program.

Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L, FREEMAN,
Secretary.

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT ACT OF 19656—MINORITY
VIEWS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the minority
be permitted to file its views on 8. 3, the
Appalachia bill, which I believe has al-
ready been reported by the Committee
on Public Works.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR TO S. 296

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next
printing of S. 296 the name of the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. FannIN] be added as a cosponsor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name of
the distinguished Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LauscHE] be added as a cosponsor
to 8. 296, the bill to make available to
private industry 100,000 tons of copper
from Government stockpiles.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF SEN-
ATE RESOLUTION 38 DEALING
WITH VETERANS' ADMINISTRA-
TION FACILITIES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the names
of the senior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpeErson], and the junior Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. Mc-
InTYRE] may be added as cosponsors to
Senate Resolution 38 which seeks to with-
hold action on the closing of various Vet-
erans’ Administration facilities until the
matter can be examined by the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare of the
Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILLS

Mr, DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be added
as a cosponsor of S. 712, S. 714, and S.
716, introduced by the junior Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl, at fu-
ture printings of these bills.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF SEN-
ATE JOINT RESOLUTION 30

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, earlier
in the session I introduced Senate Joint
Resoti lution 30, to amend the Constitu-

on.

Through an unavoidable oversight the
name of my senior colleague from Ne-
braska [Mr. HrRuskal was not added as a
cosponsor during the time the resolution
was on the desk.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that the name of my senior colleague be
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint
Resolution 30.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF SEN-
ATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
10

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished minority leader,
I ask unanimous consent that the name
of the distinguished senior Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LavscHE] be added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolution
10 and that his name be added at the next
printing of the concurrent resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KUCHEL. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of the senior Senator
from California [Mr. KucreL] also be
added as a cosponsor of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 10 at its next printing.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished minority leader,
I wish to express his delight that the
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscHE] has asked to become a cospon-
sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 10.
Again, on behalf of the minority leader,
I urge Senators of both parties to con-
sider becoming cosponsors themselves.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 10 be printed in full at this
point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, Senate Con-
current Resolution 10 was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

8. Con. REs. 10

Whereas the Communist regime of the
Soviet Union did not come to power in the
Eastern European countries by legal or dem-
ocratic processes, but has flouted even the
solemn assurances and agreements entered
into at the Yalta Conference of February
1945; and

Whereas the Soviet Union has denied self-
determination by free election in those
countries, resorting not only to heavily
manned occupational forces, but also to gen-
ocidal activities in the cases of the many
countries known as captive nations; and
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Whereas the sovereignty and independence
of the former free governments of those cap-
tive nations under the yoke of Soviet com-
munism were duly recognized and continue
todbe given recognition and moral support;
an

Whereas the suppression of human free-
doms and the denial of free trade and com-
munications with other soverelgn countries
present a threat to peace, Intolerable either
to the United States, other free natlons, or
the international law agencles; and

Whereas the governments and peoples of
sald captive nations now under the yoke of
Soviet communism have always been in close
relation with the United States and con-
stantly continue to prove their belief in
democracy through the work and blood of
their peoples: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the President
is hereby requested to take such action as
may be necessary to bring before the United
Nations for its consideration the question
of the forceful incorporation into the Soviet
Union of the following captive nations and
peoples now behind the so-called Iron Cur-
tain: Ukrainians, Turkestanians, Byelorus-
slans, Azerbaijanians, Armenians, Albanians,
Georglans, Bulgarians, Yugoslavians, Czecho-
slovakians, Rumanians, Lithuanians, Lat-
vians, Estonians, North Epirotians, Hungar-
ians, Polish, and East Germans; and a reso-
lution declaring that—

(a) the Soviet Union shall withdraw all
Soviet troops, agents, colonists, and controls
from said captive nations;

(b) the Soviet Union shall return all eiti-
zens of saild captive nations to their home-
lands from places of exile in Siberia, and
dispersion in prisons and slave labor camps
throughout the Soviet Union; and

(¢) the United Nations should conduct
free elections in sald captive nations under
the direct supervision of the United Nations
and sit In judgment on the Communist
counterparts of the Nazl war criminals con-
victed at the Nuremberg trials,

REMOVAL OF SENATOR MONDALE
AS COSPONSOR OF SENATE JOINT
RESOLUTION 6

Mr, HRUSKA. Mr. President, through
inadvertence, the name of the junior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE]
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint
Resolution 6. I ask unanimous consent
that his name be omitted from that
measure at its next printing.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND RESOLUTIONS

Under authority of the orders of the
Senate, as indicated below, the follow=-
ing names have been added as additional
cosponsors for the following bills and
resolutions:

Authority of January 15, 1965:

S.500. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act, and for other purposes:
Senators BARTLETT, BREWSTER, MCGEE,
McNamara, MonpaLE, and TYDINGS.

8.661. A Dbill to achieve the fullest co-
operation and coordination of activities be-
tween the levels of government in order to
improve the operation of our Federal system
in an increasingly complex society, to im-
prove the administration of grants-in-ald
to the States, to provide for periodic congres-
sional review of Federal grants-in-aid, to
permit provision of reilmbursable technical
Bervices to State and local governments, to
establish coordinated intergovernmental
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policy and administration of grants and
loans for urban development, to provide for
the acquisition, use, and disposition of land
within urban areas by Federal agencies in
conformity with local government programs,
and for other purposes: Senators ArLLOTT,
ANDERSON, BAYH, BENNETT, BIBLE, BoGGS,
BrEwsTER, CAsE, CLARK, COOPER, DOUGLAS,
ErviN, FoNG, GRUENING, HART, INOUYE, JACK~
soN, Lonc of Missouri, McCArTHY, MCGEE,
MCcINTYRE, MONDALE, MoRse, Moss, MUNDT,
NEUBERGER, PASTORE, PELL, PROUTY, PROXMIRE,
RANDOLPH, and RIBICOFF.

5. Res. 30. Resolution to amend the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate relative to the Select
Committee on Small Business: Senators

, BARTLETT, Bocas, BurpicK, BYrD of
West Virginia, Case, CHURCH, FoNG, GRUEN-
ING, INOUYE, JaviTs, KUCHEL, MAGNUSON, McC-
CarTHY, McGEE, McGovERN, MILLER, Moss,
Muwnor, RanpoLPH, Rieicorr, Scorr, and
Youwe of North Dakota.

5. Res. 356. Resolution to amend rule VIL
to permit morning business statements or
comments for 3 minutes: Senators Harr,
Lowe of Missourl, Scort, and SYMINGTON.

Authority of January 19, 1965:

8.624. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to make unlawful certain prac-
tices in connection with the placing of minor
children for permanent free care or for
adoption: Senators BayH, BoGGs, BURDICK,
Foxeg, HarT, and Lone of Missouri.

BETTER THAN MEDICARE

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, an edi-
torial appearing in the Manchester
Union Leader on January 13, 1965, writ-
ten by its publisher, William Loeb, out-
lines an approach to the problem of
medicare which, in my opinion, merits
the attention of every Member of Con-
gress. Of course, it sets forth only a
general approach, and many facets and
details would need to be considered. It
appears to me, however, that it utilizes
our frée enterprise system, affords the
most needed protection of our people of
limited means, including the elderly, and
offers the medical profession the oppor-
tunity to get behind a constructive pro-
posal which does not open the way to
socialized medicine.

In view of the brevity of the editorial,
I ask unanimous consent that it appear
in the body of the Recorp following my
remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

BETTER THAN MEDICARE

What worrles most American families,
young or old, is a medical disaster in the
form of one of the members of their family
being struck down by cancer, a severe heart
attack, or some other disease, the cure of
which is slow and terribly expensive. Very
few families have enough money in the bank
to handle a real medical disaster.

It is against such a disaster that there
should be an insurance provision not merely
for the folks more than 65 but for all people,
from birth on until their death, On the one
hand, medicare is an expensive fraud. It will
not take care of the real medical disasters
and it will be misused, just as soclalized med-
icine is misused in England. On the other
hand, it {8 no solution to the problem of
medical disaster to have the doctors cry
“socialized medicine” and fight every attempt
to solve the very legitimate medical prob-
lems of the average citizen,

If you give people free medical and hos-
pital care, the expense in the form of taxa-
tion will be absolutely fantastic because,
unfortunately, when something is free, peo-
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ple abuse it, Free medical care would result
in everybody making a big production out of
each small ailment that came along. There
would be unnecessary doctoring and unnee-
essary occupation of hospital beds. The cost
of it would be unbelievable in the form of
the amount of extra taxes we would all have
to pay.

The problem to which the Government and
the doctors of the United States should de-
vote themselves is how do they take care of
medical disasters. This is something, the
cost of which not only must be borne but
could be borne by all of us at a reasonable
figure.

Surely the great insurance companies of
this Nation and the doctors could get to-
gether and come up with a form of insurance
against medical disaster that would cover
everything connected with that disaster—
hospital, surgical, medical, drug, and con-
valescent costs.

When the cost of the premiums of this type
of all-inclusive insurance has been deter-
mined, then there can be consideration as to
whether the Government should not pay the
premiums for those who are dependent on
welfare or old-age assistance, or who are be-
low a certain level of income and are on such
a subsistence level of living that they could
not possibly pay the insurance premiums.

In this way, you reduce the cost of the tax-
payer to the minimum and you protect every-
one, whether 10 years old or 100, from the
continuing fear of some day having their
budget and their normal pattern of living
completely destroyed by a sudden medical
catastrophe which could otherwise cost them
thousands on thousands of dollars.

If the doctors and if the insurance com-
panies want to avoid the straitjacket of
socialized medicine and subsequent loss of
freedom on the part of both the doctor and
the patient, they had better sit down imme-
diately and figure out a workable plan of
insurance against medical disaster.

TRIBUTES TO SIR WINSTON
CHURCHILL

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the peo-
ple of the free world were saddened to
learn on Sunday that their champion
and longtime leader had left them.

As I stand here today, I am reminded
that North Carolina’s great educator
and Governor, Charles B. Aycock, said on
one occasion, if a man requires an eu-
logy, he does not deserve one, and if he
deserves one, he does not require it. Cer-
tainly, no one in this century has been
more deserving of an eulogy and, cer-
tainly, no one requires one less, for Win-
ston Spencer Churchill was known well
and loved well by freemen everywhere.
Surely, history will honor him well, and
when the finest hours of the free world
are recorded, those during his leadership
will be at the pinnacle.

Each of us is saddened by the death
of this great man, and we recall the gal-
lant leadership that he gave to us dur-
ing our most desperate hours and the
direction that he gave in preserving the
peace. It would be virtually impossible
for one to enumerate the accomplish-
ments of our honorary American citizen,
and I shall not attempt to do so. His
accomplishments and eloquence were
such that they could not be embellished
by anything that I might say. Even so,
I should like to reflect a few minutes
upon what he has meant to me through
the years.

I have long been an admirer of Sir
Winston Churchill, To me, he has been
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a source of inspiration because he always
had tenacity of purpose however great
was the opposition at the time. He per-
severed against tremendous odds, and
even in the face of inevitable defeat, he
never hesitated to say and do what he
felt was right.

I go back to his childhood and the
difficulty that this genius had in adjust-
ing to a set curriculum, and although
he may have been one who never mas-
tered the classical languages. he certainly
mastered the English language. Our
language is the richer for that. As First
Lord of the Admiralty, the Gallipolian
fiasco would have shattered a lesser man,
but not Winston Churchill. As Chan-
cellor of the Exchequer, he faced the
great depression and worked for fiscal
stability against tremendous odds that
would have discouraged most men; and
finally, at 65 years of age, having lived
longer than most men of his generation,
and, certainly well beyond the age when
men think of their greatest and most
effective productivity, he took the man-
tle of leadership for the entire free
world, and his steadfastness and deter-
mination played a major part in saving it.
Of course, his service to mankind did
not end there.

Seemingly rejected by the electorate
at the war's end, he continued to speak
out for principles he held dear. And
again he emerged to lead his people. He
served long and well, ever true to those
democratic concepts that made England
great and which form the bulwark of our
political system.

Winston Churchill’s example in fight-
ing to preserve freedom and justice for
all, in providing a body politic under law
rather than men, is exemplary for those
who would govern.

I recall that I was presiding as a su-
perior court judge in Lincolnton, N.C., at
the time of the Dunkirk evacuation. I
went to my hotel room after the court
had adjourned and heard a broadcast by
Adolph Hitler, translated by an inter-
preter, in which he told the British peo-
ple that the might of the Third Reich
was against them and that the only sen-
sible thing for them to do was to sur-
render. I remember Churchill’s defiant
reply, which not only aroused the pride
of the peoples of the free world but
strengthened the determination of the
British people to fight on, to the death, if
necessary, in the preservation of liberty.

He may no longer be among us, but
Winston Churchill lives on in the hearts
of free men everywhere, and his great
spirit will forever permeate the history
of our times,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the attached editorials on Sir
Winston Churchill be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Winston-Salem (N.C.) Journal,
Jan. 25, 1965]
S WINsTON CHURCHILL

When history beckoned, Winston Church-
i1l was ready.

For most of his 65 years he had stood
in the shadows of mistrust. His country-
men found him brilllant—yes, attractive.
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But he was too impulsive, too erratic, peo-
ple said. England would mever trust him
with what he wanted most, the supreme
power; he was a dangerous man,

Yet when the field-gray hordes of Hit-
ler rolled like an opague fog over Flanders,
when the freedom of the sceptered isle lay
in the balance, England turned to Winston
Churchill.

And from that moment in 1940 greatness
enveloped him.

It was a token of that greatness that he
never looked back in anger. He never re-
proached the Torles who had mocked him
in the House of Commons when he warned
them time and again of the coming peril.
He never reminded the Laborites that they
had made him their whipping boy during
those bitter years with taunts of “war-
monger” and “imperialist.” Instead, he
gathered them round him and made them
see the glory of their place in history. He
called on them to make this—the moment
of England's greatest danger—their finest
hour. And they made it their finest hour.

And always, together with the courage,
the eloguence, there was the blessed humor.

“We shall fight on the beaches, we shall
fight on the landing grounds, we shall fight
in the streets * * * we shall never surren-
der,’” he sald when the German blow seemed
ready to fall. And then, according to the
legend in the pubs, he put his hand over
the microphone and added, “We shall hit
them with beer bottles, because God knows
that's all we've got.”

To Americans he was such an ally as we
may never see again. Tenacious In argu-
ment, stubborn in advocacy, he still was al-
ways loyal. His faults, our leaders found,
were of the kind that make us love a man;
his qualities were those that enrich and in-
spire the human spirit. There is no record
that, even in the most trying days of the
alllance, he ever uttered an ignoble word
against us.

So now he leaves us—head forward, jaw
thust out, shoulders hunched—for that lofty
shrine where the English-speaking peoples
guard the memory of their noblest heroes.

And in all truth we Americans have rea-
son to cherish him. For he was generous to
our mother tongue, and we may pray that
schoolboys for centuries to come will recite
his words. He was prodigal with his fore-
sight and his wisdom, and we may hope that
our leaders In these uncertain years will
profit by the legacy he leaves us.

And as a guide to national conduct we can
find nothing better than the moral he drew
from the great crisis that he helped
to master:

In war; Resolution.

In defeat: Defiance.

In victory: Magnanimity.

In peace: Good will.

[From the Greensboro (N.C.) Dally News,
Jan. 26, 1965]

THE SPLENDOR OF S WiNsTON CHURCHILL

The Lion of Chartwell is dead.

Sir Winston Leonard Spencer Churchill,
among the handful of great men of the 20th
century, has quietly passed away in London
after the final valiant fight of his illustrious
career.

It was Bismarck who said that political
genius consists of the ability to hear the
distant hoofbeat of the horse of history—
and then by superhuman effort to leap and
catch the horseman by the coattails.

Sir Winston Churchill did that in 1940.
Later he wrote of that time: “It is impossi-
ble to quell the inward excitement which
comes from a prolonged balancing of ter-
rible things.” When Churchill came to the
fore in the crumbling dreamworld of Bald-
win and Chamberlain, he again inspired the
Island Race—his name for the British peo-
ple—to magnificence.
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Sir Winston was born at Blenheim Palace
during a dance attended by his American-
born mother. Visitors marvel that the event
took place in a small anteroom when there
were many vast apartments upstairs. His
good friend Virginia Cowles noted: “Winston
Churchill was 2 months ahead of his time.
In subsequent years he continued on that
schedule.”

The Lion of Chartwell began life as a mis-
fit. In school as a “fat and loutish boy”
he refused to learn Greek or Latin. This as-
sured him of the lowest place in his class at
Harrow. But while his fellows concentrated
on Greek and Latin, Winston concentrated
on English; it repaid him handsomely. Once
he reminisced about his early days: “I am
surprised in my later life I should have be-
come s0 experienced in taking degrees when
as a schoolboy I was so bad at passing ex-
aminations. In fact, one might almost say
that no one ever passed so few examinations
and received so many degrees.”

His ineptness in school led directly to his
military career. Lord Randolph Churchill
sent his wayward son to Sandhurst where,
after two fallures, he managed to pass the
entrance examination. His military career
led him to India seeking a post of danger.
Then he resigned from the army to become
a newspaper correspondent; he achieved
world fame at the age of 26 when he was cap-
tured by the Boers in South Africa and
managed to escape.

When Churchill returned to Britain to en-
ter politics, he did what Franklin Roosevelt
emulated later—he deserted his “class.” He
infuriated the Tories by becoming a Liberal.
After a tumultuous career in the World War
I government, which ended in the Darda-
nelles flasco, he joined Lloyd George's gov-
ernment. At its downfall, Churchill was a
broken man—politically despised by his for-
mer Tory assoclates and discredited among
the Liberals.

At that dark moment Winston Churchill
returned to the party of his fathers—the
Tories. When he heard the “distant hoof-
beat” in the late thirties, he was ready to
catch the horseman’s coattails.

During all of his years in the political
wilderness, Winston Churchill wrote strong
splendid nouns and verbs In 27 books, in-
cluding a biography of his famous ancestor,
the first Duke of Marlborough, and a beauti-
ful history of the English people. But the
events of World War II gave him the ma-
terial for his finest literary work, which led
to the Nobel Prize. Once, addressing the
House of Commons, Sir Winston warned it
to “leave the past to history, particularly
since I intend to write the history myself.”

And he did.

It was the doing, however—the imposition
of his imagination and his will upon his
countrymen during their dire crisis—that
made Winston Churchill most memorable.
Isalah Berlin, in an analysls of “a great man
at a great moment,” notes that "“Churchill
was successful precisely because he appeared
to them (his people) larger and nobler than
life and lifted them to an abnormal height
in a moment of crisis.”

This has happened many times in history
with dangerous results; dictators and dema-
gogs have transformed “peaceful popula-
tions into marching armies.” It was Winston
Churchill’s unforgettable achievement, Mr.
Berlin reminds us, “that he created this nec-
essary illusion within the framework of a
free system without destroying or even twist-
ing it; that he called forth spirits which
did not stay to oppress and enslave the popu-
lation after the hour of need had passed;
that he saved the future by interpreting
the present in terms of a vision of the past
which did not distort or inhibit the historical
development of the British people, * * *"

Here was a man, then, who reminds us of
Pitt, Marlborough, Nelson, Wellington, Leo-
nardo da Vineci, Washington, Julius Caesar,
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and even Lincoln. Here was a man who pos-
sessed great and versatile talents and used
them effectively in the service of a besieged
civilization. Sir Winston was soldier, schol-
ar, historian, “naval person,” correspondent,
statesman, orator, artist, and wit. This
splendid renaissance man made history and
then wrote about it in words of magnifi-
cence.

Two quotations from his own pen may be-
fit this hour of his passing—one which he
delivered on the occasion of the death of his
old adversary, Sir Neville Chamberlain:

“The only guide to a man is his conscience;
the only shield to his memory is the recti-
tude and sincerity of his action. It is very
imprudent to walk through life without this
shield, because we are so often mocked by the
fallure of our hopes; but with this shield,
however the fates may play, we march al-
ways in the ranks of honor.”

And finally his own words at Harrow in
1941:

“Never give in. Never give in. Never,
never, never, never—in nothing great or
small, large or petty—never give in except to
convictions of honor and good sense.”

[From the Charlotte (N.C.) Observer, Jan. 25,

CHURCHILL AND HisTory MET To CREATE OUR
FinesT HoUrR

The times of Sir Winston Leonard Spencer
Churchill were the best of times and the
worst of times for all who lived through
them with him. He has been bone of our
bone and flesh of our flesh.

Americans have more cause than any other
people in the world save the British to say
of Sir Winston, *“Ah, there was a man.” For
there was a man of such splendid propor-
tions that we would search in vain for his
peer among us.

Churchill was the essence of the history
we have had a part in making. When
Hitlerism threatened the freedom of the
English-speaking peoples in World War II
and our nations formed the grand alliance,
Churchill was its omnipresent symbol.

He rallied his nation and the cause of free-
dom with the literary brilliance of his words.
He exuded a self-assurance that without his
boyish charm would have bordered on arro-
gance. He was brave, he was stubborn, he
smoked and he drank, he made political and
military mistakes that detracted but little
from the brilliance of his life.

We were drawn to him because to be
remote from him was to turn our backs on
the meaning of our lives and the significance
of our years.

HISTORY

The week was simultaneously mournful,
majestic, and momentous.

Sir Winston Churchill died at the age of
90, one of the greatest and best loved states-
men in the history of statesmanship. He
had served Britain under three kings and
two queens, beginning with Queen Elizabeth
II's great great-grandmother Victoria.

Britain's Parliament was 700 years old last
week. Historlans generally consider 1285 to
be the beginning of Parliament as it is
known today, but in 1265 Simon de Montfort
summoned Britain's first known national
legislative gathering of peers and commoners
together, establishing the precedent on
which today's Parliament is based.

Lyndon Johnson's inauguration as Presi-
dent last week was the 44th since George
Washington took the oath on April 30, 1789.

Surely it does neither Sir Winston nor
President Johnson a disfavor to point out
that without Parliament (and possibly all
700 years of its life) and the nation that
produced it, the death of a man named
Churchill might have gone unnoticed by all
but a handful of relatives, and the inaugura-
tion of the 86th U.S. President might never
have occurred at all.
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The Old World and the New met and
blended in Sir Winston. His 90 years were
practically a span between the muzzle loader
and the hydrogen bomb, with two world wars
in between. He was in the thick of all of it.

Soldier and journalist par excellence.
Chronicler of military engagements in all
parts of the world. Successful politician.
Social reformer. Historian and prophet.
World leader. All these and more.

We loved Winnie for many things. We
revered his words for what they did to keep
the world from being plunged into a new
dark age.

There was that moment in May 1940 when
in his first appearance as Prime Minister
before the House of Commons, with Hitler's
panzer divisions sweeping through the Low
Countries, he sald:

“1 have nothing to offer but blood, toil,
tears, and sweat.”

At that moment it became clear what the
lifelong preparation of Sir Winston Churchill
had been about. A point in history came
to be matched with a point in the life of a
man, as if they had been proceeding toward
each other by radar for more than half a
century.

And the debacle at Dunkirk, that dark
hour for Great Britain when Churchillian
prose broke through the gloom:

“We shall fight on the beaches, we shall
fight on the landing grounds, we shall fight
in the fields; we shall never surrender, and
even if, which I do not for a moment believe,
this island or a large part of it were subju-
gated and starving, then our Empire beyond
the seas, armed and guarded by the British
fleet, would carry on the struggle, until, in
God’s good time, the New World, with all its
power and might, steps forth to the rescue
and the liberation of the Old.”

A voice to bring the power of justice and
truth surging through the veins of men. A
conscious purpose of demanding that man be
true to the majestic purposes for which he
was created. And, later:

“Let us therefore brace ourselves to our
duties, and so bear ourselves that, if the
British Empire and its Commonwealth last
for a thousand years, men will say, 'This
was their finest hour.'”

And so we bury Winnie, that utterly in-
dividualistic, rotund figure of & man who
nevertheless managed to be the personifi-
cation of his people and the power supply of
the free world.

His death is swallowed up in victory.

[From the Twin City (N.C.) Sentinel, Jan.
25, 1965]
WINSTON CHURCHILL: OUR TALLEST GIANT

Until yesterday, Winston Churchill be-
longed to us. Now he belongs to the ages.

He was an aristocrat in the truest sense—
a master among men who knew and honored
his responsibilities and had the power to
inspire others to rise to superhuman effort
in hours of peril and crisis,

In the darkest hours of World War II,
when England was under a cloud of terror
from the skies, the appearance of Winston
Churchill the “former naval person” as
he often called himeself, on a bomb-threat-
ened London street, in an obscure English
town, or at a military installation, instant-
ly evoked wild enthusiasm and cheers. A
man among men, he caused all freemen
to lift their heads a little higher and grow
a few inches taller.

When Winston Churchill spoke, men
listened and their hearts beat faster. For
this man spoke with a tongue of fire, and
his words had a curious power over the
heart and mind. No matter how desperate
seemed the free world cause, no matter how
invincible appeared the hordes of Hitlerian
tyranny, when Churchill spoke, all men who
belleved in human freedom and dignity
breathed new hope and went forward with
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the feeling that thelrs was the ultimate vic-
tory.
He had human faults and weaknesses, of
course, But there was something about
Winston Churchill that always spoke of
greatness. Greatness of courage. Greatness
of will, of resolution, of loyalty to the
great traditions of an Anglo-Saxon civiliza-
tion. So to millions he became a father
image, a constant inspiration, an assurance
that helped men still find sense in an up-
ended, confused and broken world.

So, in his own lifetime he became a legend,
a symbol of all that is finest in the tradi-
tions of the West. Yesterday he belonged to
us all, our tallest towering giant of the 20th
century. Today indeed, he belongs to the
ages,

[From the Smithfield (N.C.) Herald, Jan. 27,
1965]

Sm WimnsToN CHURCHILL AND THE WEST'S
DarxEesT HOUR

Sir Winston Churchill deserves the title
“savior of Western civilization.”

In the summer of 1940, following the fall
of France, there was no military might capa-
ble of preventing a Nazl conquest of Britain.
There was only a man with an indomitable
will to preserve Western traditions. And
that man, Sir Winston, making the most of
his opportunity as leader of Britain, rallied
the human spirit in his own land and in all
lands where love of democratic freedom pre-
vailed. The courageous leadership of Prime
Minister Churchill discouraged Hitler from
carrying out his threat to invade England.

The words Mr. Churchill spoke in the
House of Commons on June 18, 1940, not
only gave heart to the people of Britain and
the Americans who sympathized with them:;
those words rang clearly in the ears of Hitler,
giving him reason to pause lest he commit
& foolish aet in his determination to extend
the Nazl system to the great island citadel
of freedom. This is what Mr, Churchill said
on that fateful day, just 4 days after the
Germans had occupied Paris:

“Hitler knows that he will have to break
us or lose the war. If we stand up to him
all Europe may be free, and the life of the
world may move forward into broad sunlit
uplands; but if we fail, then the whole world,
including the United States, and all that we
have known and cared for will sink into the
abyss of a new dark age, made more sin-
ister, and perhaps more prolonged by the
lights of a perverted science. Let us there-
fore address ourselves to our duty and so bear
ourselves that if the British Commonwealth
of Nations and Empire last for a thousand
years, men will still say: ‘This was their
finest hour.””

Britain responded nobly to Mr. Churchill's
appeal. It, indeed, “stood up” to Hitler, not
only with a will to resist, but also with all
the military strength it could muster through
skillful use of its limited number of Spitfire
planes. The Battle of Britain raged as the
summer of 1940 wore on.

It was a trying time for civillans as well
as for military personnel. In the words of
one British writer (H. E. Bates), for the first
time in British history “a housewife carrying
her shopping bag could pause, look up into
the sky and watch armed men engage in the
bloody business of exterminating each other:
a farm laborer at harvest could for the first
time also look and see the victims of battle
dropping into his barley.” The German
bombs fell on the aged, the young, the weak,
the strong.

It is difficult for us in the United States,
who have been spared the horrors of modern
warfare on our own soll, to imagine the or-
deal which the British survived in the
months before Britain and her allles could
mobilize full strength for the counterattack
that ultimately crushed the Nazi menace. It
was an ordeal that no people could have ex-
perlenced successfully without a strong
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leader. Sir Inston was the “man of
Britain's finest hour.” And all that he did
for Britain, he did for the United States and
all the world that stood in danger of con-
quest by the Nazi maniacs.

With the British, we mourn Sir Winston’s
passing. With the British, we share the
pride that rises in the human breast as Sir
Winston's uncommon achievements for the
benefit of mankind are contemplated.

[From the Asheville (N.C.) Citizen, Jan.
26, 1965]
SmaLLER Men COWERED, So FATE SENT A
GIANT

It took Winston Churchill a long time to
become a legend, but he worked hard at it
and he wore the aura comfortably, even a
little smugly, as one who had earned it.

His claim was undoubtedly valid.

Here was a brave man, with a speclal
genius for inspiring bravery in others.

Regarded as the symbol of British courage
during the dark days of World War II, he
was more the catalyst of a spirit that car-
ried the English people through the rubble
of certain defeat and staved off an invasion
by Hitler’s triumphant armies.

You know his classic warning to the Nazl
Fuhrer (“We shall fight on the beaches, we
shall fight on the landing grounds, we shall
fight in the fields and in the streets, we shall
never surrender”). A few years later, after
American and Russian entry promised an
Allied victory, Churchill called his speech a
bluff. “We had not, at that time, 50 tanks,”
he sald. “We had a couple of hundred field
guns, some of them brought out of mu-
seums.”

Bluff or not, it worked—and Winston
Churchill, a master of the written and
spoken word, became the hero-father figure
for millions of Britons as he scrambled
through the bomb-scarred sections of Lon-
don, chewing his cigar, ralsing his fingers
aloft in his “V for victory” sign.

Since that time, and despite temporary
setbacks, the Churchill legend has grown
and mellowed, nourished by the affection
of Britons, Americans, and the free world
ImMASSes.

Winston Churchill was not, as Anthony
Eden once sald in a public address, “the
greatest man that ever lived.” He had many
faults, including a stubborn resistance to
social-political change and a longing for
return to the age of empire when “the sun
never set on British soll.” He was not a
military superman and he may have been,
indeed, @& military romanticist. But he
learned, through words, to light a glow in
men’s hearts and he walked with majestic
poise through the shambles of a time that
needed his confidence. That was his test of
greatness and he met it heroically.

Winston Churchill is dead at 80, but the
legend still lives and will continue to grow
as long as men gather to honor their mem-
ories. And somebody, somewhere, will al-
ways turn down a glass,

DEATH OF A GREAT STATESMAN

The world shares England’s saddest hour
in mourning the death of Sir Winston
Churchill. The man who rallied England in
her darkest hour in World War II, and thus
set the stage for the forces of freedom to
prevall against tyranny and oppression, has
left monumental works for all mankind.
Death at 90 from the onset of illness, injury,
and advancing years, was not unexpected.
Yet, even during the last, lingering days,
when the world stood a hopeless vigil, Sir
Winston’s fight for survival demonstrated his
indomitable spirit and resoluteness which
characterized his 80 years of living.

It was his destiny, not only to make his-
tory, but also to shape the course of human
events for generations to come. This was
done through the combination of firm and
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steadfast leadership combined with compas-
sion and feeling for his fellow man. No fig-
ure in modern history is perhaps so indelibly
etched into the minds and hearts of men
everywhere as the Churchillian posture of
courage and bravery.

Those who remember the war years of the
forties will never forget the giant of a man
who emerged as the British Prime Minister
and rallled his people and his allies in one
of freedom’s darkest periods of history.

But his great works will be remembered
even beyond his gigantic contribution to vie-
tory. As a statesman, a soldier, an author,
a painter, a man of dignity and humbleness,
he has left a legacy worthy of his place in
history.

And today’s children will know of his great-
ness, for their lives, too, have been influenced
by this man who strode magnificently across
the world’s stage and became the symbol for
brave men everywhere.

There is no more fitting monument to
this world statesman than that he will be
remembered by the ages.

DEATH OF JUDGE F. DICKINSON
LETTS

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
about a week ago, Hon. F. Dickinson
Letts, a very famous and able judge of
the U.S. Distriet Court for the District of
Coeldumbia, who served long and ably,
died.

He made an enviable record on the
Federal bench in the District of Colum-
bia and gained the respect of litigants,
lawyers, and all those who knew him.

He died at the age of 89, after a brief
retirement.

In the New York Times of January 20
there is a news story which covers his
career quite succinctly but adequately.
He was a great jurist, a native of the
State of Iowa. Prior to his initial ap-
pointment, he was a Member of the
House of Representatives of the U.S.
Congress, and he was a distinguished
American.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle in the New York Times be placed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

Dickinson Lerrs, Ex-Junce, 89, Dies: HELD
U.S. PosT 30 YEARS—RULED IN 1961 HOFFA
CASE
WasHINGTON, January 19.—F. Dickinson

Letts, who until his retirement 4 years ago

was the dean of the Federal bench in the

District of Columbia, died today in Doctors

Hospital. He was 89 years old.

The jurist, who made national headlines
in the late 1950’s and 1960 when he pre-
sided over disputes involving James R, Hoffa,
president of the Teamsters Union, had been
in the hospital for about 3 weeks because
of complications from old age.

A lifelong Republican and a judge for
more than half a century, Mr. Letts retired
in 1961.

Surviving are his widow, the former Jose-
phine Nell Haney, whom he married in 1916,
and a sister, Mrs. Richard D. Hughes, of
Washington.

A funeral service will be held at 11 am.,
Thursday, at Ohevy Chase Presbyterian
Church, Burial will be in Ainsworth, Iowa.

HOFFA CASE BROUGHT FAME

Judge Letts' career on the bench in Iowa
and the District of Columbia and in Con-
gress had brought him little notice. But
for the 4 years he had before him the motion
by a dissident group of the Teamsters Unlon

January 27, 1965

to block takeover of the union by Hoffa, his
name was in the newspapers nearly every
week, The dissidents charged fraud in the
election,

The case was assigned him in 1957 and the
next year he appointed three monitors—one
from the union loyalists, one from the dissi-
dents and one neutral—to conduct union
affairs, He finally dismissed the monitors
and let the Teamsters hold a convention in
1061 and Hoffa was overwhelmingly elected
president. Shortly thereafter, Judge Letts
resigned from the bench to devote himself,
he said to reading and watching television.

Interviewed by telephone at his home in
Washington the day he resigned, April 22,
1961, he sald he had been “watching the new
Senators pan the old Senators,” The Con-
gress elected the previous November was just
warming up to action.

Judge Letts had no {llusions that the mon-
itor system he established over the Team-
sters Union would work any essential re-
forms. But he sald, it had “accomplished
some very worthwhile things,” even if the
monitors and he “were not able to do all
that we wanted.”

The other major case over which Judge
Letts presided during his 30 years on the
Federal bench was that of George Sylvester
Viereck, the Nazl propagandist, in 1942. He
found Viereck gullty of withholding infor-
mation when he registered as a foreign agent
and sentenced him to 2 to 10 years in jail.

“I am a victim of Pearl Harbor,” Viereck
said, in denouncing the verdict.

Judge Letts was born in Ailnsworth, Iowa,
April 26, 1876. He took an A.B, degree from
Parsons College in Towa in 1897 and spent a
year studying law at Columbia University.
He returned, however, to the State University
of Towa to take his law degrees in 1899,

He practiced law in Davenport for several
years and then accepted appointment to the
State court of the Seventh Iowa District in
1911. He served there until 1925 when he
was elected as Representative from the Sec-
ond Towa District to the 69th Congress. He
was reelected to the 70th and Tlst Con-
gresses. When he was defeated in 1930,
President Herbert Hoover named him to the
Federal district court in the District of
Columbia.

“I never had any hobbies,” he said on his
retirement, “I never thought they did any-
body much good."”

TRIBUTE TO GEN. CURTIS E. LEMAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, on February 1 Gen. Curtis
E. LeMay, Chief of Staff of the Air Force,
retires from active duty after more than
35 years of distinguished service to the
Nation.

During this period, the U.S. Air Force
has developed into the strongest deter-
rent to war the world has ever known.
The accomplishment of this is due in
large measure to the outstanding lead-
ership and dedicated professionalism of
General LeMay.

Fresh from Ohio State University, the
general entered pilot training in 1928.
After winning his wings, General LeMay
spent several years flying fighters before
transferring into bomber aircraft in 1937.
Shortly thereater, he participated in the
first mass flight of B-17 flying for-
tresses to South America, an outstand-
ing aerial achievement which won for
this unit the Mackay trophy. In the
period prior to World War II, General
LeMay pioneered air routes over the
South Atlantic to Africa and over the
North Atlantic to England. During the
war he served with distinetion in both
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Europe and the Pacificc. While in
Europe he developed formation proce-
dures and bombing techniques which
were adopted throughout that theater of
operations. He also led the famed
Regensberg shuttle raid. Later, he di-
rected B-29 attacks on Japan and be-
came chief of staff of the Strategic Air
Forces in the Pacific.

During the postwar period, General
LeMay held many important assign-
ments. He was commander of U.S. Air
Forces in Europe at the time of the Rus-
sian blockade of Berlin and he organized
air operations for the famous Berlin air-
lift. Upon his return to this country,
he took command of the Strategic Air
Command and during the next 9 years
built it into a nuclear striking force
second to none. He also laid plans for
the development and integration of the
intercontinental ballistic missile into the
weapons inventory.

Since 1957, General LeMay has served
in Washington, first as vice chief and
later as chief of staff of the Air Force.
During that time, he became a familiar
figure here on the Hill in his appear-
ances before many different committees.
On these occasions, we have highly
valued General LeMay's forthrightness
and professional advice. He has fought
hard to give this Nation the aerospace
capability it needed and to improve the
lot of his airmen and their families. He
has long advocated a mixed strategic
force of missiles and manned aircraft
with the highest degree of accuracy and
flexibility.

On behalf of a grateful Nation, I wish
General LeMay well in his retirement so
richly deserved.

He will be missed on the official scene
but we shall never forget his unselfish
dedication to our security.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

AMENDMENT OF THE LEGISLATIVE
REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1946

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar Order No. 2,
Senate bill 2.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be stated by title.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. A bill (S, 2)
to amend the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 to provide for more effective
evaluation of the fiscal requirements of
the executive agencies of the Govern-
ment of the United States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
measure has been before the Senate for
some time. It passed in the previous ses-
sion, I believe unanimously. I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed at this
point in the Recorp a statement of the
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purpose and need for the legislation, as
contained in the report of the Joint Com=-
mittee on the Budget to accompany S. 2.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

JoINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, REFORT TO
AccoMPANY 8. 2

The Committee on Government Opera-
tions, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2)
to amend the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946 to provide for more effective evalua-
tion of the fiscal requirements of the execu-
tive agencles of the Government of the
United States, having considered the same,
report favorably thereon and recommend
that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to provide the
Congress with the machinery necessary to
enable it to meet its constitutional responsi-
bilities in connection with the appropriation
of funds required for the conduct of the
Federal Government. The bill 8. 2 if enacted,
would accomplish this objective by estab-
lishing a Joint Committee on the Budget,
composed of members of the Senate and
House Appropriations Committees, which
would assist the Congress in exercising ade-
quate control over the expenditure of public
funds by the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment.

B. 2 is designed to remedy serious deficien-
cles in congressional appropriation proce-
dures by providing the same kind of expert
staff facilities and detailed technical infor-
mation for the Appropriations Committees
of the Congress, on a 12-month basis, as the
Bureau of the Budget provides for the execu-
tive branch. Precedent for this action is
found in the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation which has provided joint
expert staff facilities and technical informa-
tion for the revenue committees of both
Houses of the Congress for more than a
quarter of a century.

This bill, sponsored by 77 Members of the
Senate,! is identical to S. 537, approved by the
Senate in the 88th Congress. The Senate
also approved similar bills in the 82d and
83d Congresses, after extensive hearings, and
again in the 84th, 85th, and 87th Congresses.
The pending bill includes perfecting amend-
ments adopted by the committee since it was
first reported and approved by the Senate on
April 8, 1852. A complete legislative history
of the proposed legislation is included in Sen-
ate Document 11, 87th Congress. (See p.
195, ff.) The publication, entitled “Financlal
Management in the Federal Government,”

1 Mr. McCLELLAN (for himself, Mr. ArvroTT,
Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BaYH, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. BiBLE, Mr. BogGs, Mr. BREWSTER,
Mr. Burpick, Mr. Byrp of Virginia, Mr., CaN-
NON, Mr. CarLSON, Mr. CasE, Mr. CooFER, Mr,
CurTis, Mr. DIRsSEN, Mr. Dopp, Mr.
DoMINICK, Mr. EastrAnD, Mr., ErvIN, Mr,
PanNiN, Mr. Fong, Mr. PULBRIGHT, Mr. GRUEN-
ING, Mr. Harris, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HICKEN=-
LOOPER, Mr. HorrAawDp, Mr, HRUSKA, Mr. IN-
OUYE, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. JAvITS, Mr. JOHNSTON,
Mr, JorpaN of North Carolina, Mr. JORDAN
of Idaho, Mr. KEenneEny of New York, Mr.
KucHeL, Mr. LauscHE, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr,
McGEeE, Mr. McGovERN, Mr. MILLER, Mr. MoN-
DALE, Mr, MONRONEY, Mr. MonNTOYA, Mr,
Morsg, Mr, MorTON, Mr. Moss, Mr, MUNDT,
Mr. MurPHY, Mr. MUsgIE, Mr. NELSON, Mrs.
NEUBERGER, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. PEAarsON, Mr.
PeLL, Mr. ProUTY, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr., RaAN-
DOLPH, Mr, RIBICOFF, Mr, SALTONSTALL, Mr.
Scorr, Mr. SmapsoN, Mr., SmaTHERS, Mr,
SPARKMAN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr,
TALMADGE, Mr, THURMOND, Mr. TowEr, Mr,
Typives, Mr, Witriams of New Jersey, Mr.
WiiLtams of Delaware, Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr.
Younag of North Dakota, and Mr. Youna of
Ohio).
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was filed in the Senate by the Committee
on Government Operations on February 13,
1961.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

For many years, the Congress has labored
under a tremendous disadvantage in con-
nection with budget requests and justifica-
tions. Requests for funds are made by the
executive branch, and witnesses who appear
before the Appropriations Committees In sup-
port of these requested appropriatons repre=
sent exclusively the point of view of that
branch of the Government. Since it is their
duty as officers of the Government to support
all items contained in the President's budget,
it becomes their function and responsibility
to demonstrate that the specified amounts
are necessary. For the most part, these re-
quests are supported by elaborate justifica-
tions, based upon extensive agency research,
and by the testimony of technical experts
who have devoted many years to the fields in
which they are working, and whose main ob-
Jective Is to continue or extend the programs
and operations of their respective agencies.
Testimony from the public, except from
witnesess appearing in behalf of public works
projects, is rarely received, and, in a vast ma-
jority of instances, the only manner in which
the public interest can be considered and
protected, with respect to the purpose for
which the funds are sought or their need or
adequacy, s through careful scrutiny of re-
quests and justifications by members of the
Appropriations Committees. Other Members
of Congress must rely largely upon the rec-
ommendations of these committees when
funds are appropriated by the House and
the Senate.

The material contained in the Federal
budget Is developed and assembled by
numerous employees and officials in the de-
partments and agencles, reviewed and sub-
stantiated by each department and agency,
and then reviewed, revised, and finalized by
the Bureau of the Budget where approxi-
mately 500 persons are involved in the prepa-
ration and submission of the final document.
In the Washington area alone, it is estimated
that a total of 2,000 persons in executive
branch departments and agencies are in-
volved In the preparation of the budget each
year. In addition to the Federal budget
itself, a tremendous amount of detailed in-
formation is supplied in written form to the
House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees, and presented orally at hearings which
last for many months and cover thousands
of typed and printed pages.

Finally, when the requests are reduced to
the form of legislative proposals, there are
usually between 12 and 15 appropriation bills
running into hundreds of pages and con-
taining thousands of separate items.

Unfortunately, committee members are so
heavily burdened by other legislative dutles
and responsibilities that they are unable per-
sonally to give the necessary attention to
each budget item. Equally important, how-
ever, is the fact that they do not have ade-
quate facilities for obtaining the informa-
tion necessary to enable them to pass ac-
curate judgment on the necessity for the
budget requests. Thus, for the most part,
they are forced to rely upon the representa-
tlons made by the respective initlating agen-
cles of the executive branch whose repre-
sentatives appear before these committees in
an ex parte type of proceeding for the sole
purpose of justifying their requests for funds.
As a result, the Congress 1s often unable to
obtaln impartial information and facts to
enable it to effect needed economies in the
operations of the Government. Because the
Congress 1s not adequately equipped to carry
out its fiscal responsibilities, many millions
of dollars have been appropriated in excess
of the actual requirements of the Federal
Government. These excesses have in turn,
added to the large recurring deficits which
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must be passed on to already overburdened
taxpayers.

The duties and responsibilities of the Ap-
propriations Committees, in connection with
examining and passing upon budget requests
for the operation of the Federal Govern-
ment, have increased tremendously in recent
years. These commlittees are staffed with
competent professional personnel, It |is
virtually impossible, however, for their rela-
tively small staffs to examine and evaluate
the annual budget with its many thousands
of items, running to approximately 1,600
pages within the very llmited time available.
This precludes the detalled analysis which
is s0 essential to the performance of the con-
gressional function of controlling Federal
expenditures.

The action taken on March 12, 1957, by
the House of Representatives in adopting a
resolution requesting the President to in-
dicate the places and amounts in his budg-
et where he thinks substantial reductions
may best be made, is a clear indication that
the Congress does not have adequate in-
formation upon which to act in carrying out
its constitutional responsibilities for main-
taining adequate controls over Government
expendltures.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill (S. 2) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, was read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
138 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, as amended, is hereby amended to
read as follows:

“JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

“Sec. 138. (a) There is hereby created a
joint service committee, to be known as the
Joint Committee on the Budget (hereinafter
in thls section called the joint committee)
to be composed of fourteen members as fol-
lows:

“(1) Seven Members who are members of
the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate, four from the majority party and
three from the minority party, to be chosen
by such committee; and

“(2) Seven Members who are members of
the Committee on Appropriations of tvhe
House of Representatives, four from the
majority party and three from the minority
party, to be chosen by such committee.

*“(b) No person shall continue to serve as
a member of the joint committee after he
has ceased to be a member of the committee
from which he was chosen, except that the
Members chosen by the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
who have been reelected to the House of
Representatives may continue to serve as
members of the joint committee notwith-
standing the expiration of the Congress. A
vacancy in the joint committee shall not af-
fect the power of the remaining members to
execute the functions of the joint commit-
tee, and shall be filled in the same manner
as the original selection, except that (1) in
case of a vacancy during an adjournment or
recess of Congress for a period of more than
two weeks, the members of the joint com-
mittee who are members of the committee
entitled to fill such vacancy may designate
a member of such committee to serve until
his successor is chosen by such committee,
and (2) in the case of a vacancy after the
expiration of a Congress which would be
filled from the Committee on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives, the mem-
bers of such committee who are continuing
to serve as members of the joint committee,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

may designate a person who, immediately
prior to such expiration, was a member of
such committee and who is reelected to the
House of Representatives, to serve until his
successor is chosen by such committee,

“(c) The joint committee shall elect a
chairman and vice chairman from among
its members at the first regular meeting
of each session: Provided, however, That
during even years the chairman shall be
selected from among the members who are
Members of the House of Representatives
and the vice chairman shall be selected
from among the members who are Members
of the Senate, and during odd years the
chairman shall be selected from among the
members who are Members of the Senate
and the vice chairman shall be selected from
among the members who are Members of
the House of Representatives.

“(d) The joint committee may make such
rules respecting its organization and pro-
cedures as it deems necessary: Provided,
however, That no measure or recommenda-
tion shall be reported from the joint com-
mittee unless a majority of the committee
assent.

“(e) It shall be the duty of the joint
committee—

“(1) (A) to inform itself on all matters
relating to the annual budget of the agen-
cies of the United States Government, in-
cluding analytical, investigative, audit, and
other reports on Federal operations prepared

by the General Accounting Office pursuant

to section 312 of the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921, the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, and section 206 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, and by other
Federal agencies, and including the initla-
tion or continuation of Federal programs by
utilization of borrowing authority, contract
obligational authority, or other means which
do not require direct appropriations for the
intiation or continuation of such programs;
(B) to provide the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate with such information on items con-
talned in such budget, and the justifica-
tions submitted in support thereof, as may
be necessary to enable said committees to
give adequate consideration thereto; (C) to
consider the President's messages on the
state of the Unlon and the Economic Re-
port, to consider all information relating
to estimated revenues, Including revenue
estimates of the Department of the Treasury
and the Joint Committee on Internal Reve-
nue Taxation, to consider essential programs,
and to consider changing economic condi-
tions; and (D) to report to the Appropria-
tions Committees of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate its findings with
respect to budget estimates and revisions in
appropriations required to hold expendi-
tures to the minimum consistent with the
requirements of Government operations and
national security;

“(2) to recommend to the appropriate
standing committees of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate such changes in
existing laws as may effect greater efficiency
and economy in government;

*(3) to make such reports and recom-
mendations to any standing committee of
either House of Congress or any subcommit-
tee thereof on matters within the jurisdic-
tion of such standing committee relating
to deviations from basic legislative authori-
zation, or to appropriations approved by
Congress which are not consistent with such
basic legislative authorization, or to cut-
backs in previously authorized programs
which require appropriations, as may be
deemed necessary or advisable by the joint
committee, or as may be requested by any
standing committee of either House of Con-
gress or by any subcommittee thereof;

““(4) to report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives and
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the Senate at the beginning of each regular
session of the Congress the total estimated
costs of all programs and projects authorized
by the Congress, together with estimated
costs of such programs and projects during
the fiscal year underway, the ensuing fiscal
year, and subsequent fiscal years, and to
make such interim reports as may be deemed
advisable.

“(f) The joint committee, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, shall have power to hold hear-
ings and to sit and act anywhere within or
without the District of Columbia whether the
Congress 1s in session or has adjourned or
is in recess; to require by subpena or other-
wise the attendance of witnesses and the pro-
duction of books, papers, and documents; to
administer oaths; to take testimony; to have
printing and binding done; and to make
such expenditures as it deems necessary to
carry out its functions within the amount
appropriated therefor. Subpenas shall be
issued under the signature of the chairman
or vice chairman of the committee and shall
be served by any person designated by them.
The provisions of sections 102 to 104, in-
clusive, of the Revised Statutes (U.S.C., title
2, secs. 192-194) shall apply in the case of
any failure of any witness to comply with
any subpena or io testify when summoned
under authority of this section.

“(g) The joint committee shall have a
stafl director, an associate staff director, and
such other professional, technical, clerical,
and other employees, temporary or perma-
nent, as may be to out the
duties of the jomueﬂuch em-
ployees shall be employed without regard
to the civil service laws, and their compensa-
tion shall be fixed without regard to the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended. The
stafl director shall be appointed by and re-
sponsible to the members of the party of
which the chairman of the joint committee
is & member, and the assoclate staff director
shall be appointed by and responsible to the
members of the opposition party. No person
shall be employed by the jolnt committee
unless the members appointing him have
favorably considered the data with respect
to him submitted by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation after a thorough investigation
of his loyalty and security.

“(h) The joint committee shall make avail-
able members of its staff to assist the staffs
of the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and of the Senate
and the several subcommittees thereof dur-
ing the periods when appropriation bills are
pending.

“(1) Professional and technlcal employees
of the joint committee, upon the written au-
thority of the chairman or vice chairman,
shall have the right to examine the fiscal
books, documents, papers, and reports of any
agency of the United States Government
within or without the Distriet of Columbia,
and data related to proposed appropriations
incorporated in the annual budget trans-
mitted by the President.

“(J) The annual budget of the United
States shall henceforth include a special
analysis of all active long-term construction
and development programs and projects
authorized by the Congress, showing for
each the total estimated cost, and the actual
or estimated expenditures during prior fiscal
years, the current fiscal year, the ensuing
fiscal year, and subsequent fiscal years. All
grant-in-ald programs shall be included in
this analysis, in a separate grouping, showing
under the heading ‘Subsequent Fiscal Years'
for grants of indefinite duration the esti-
mated annual cost for a ten-year period.
Each agency carnrying on any program by
utilization of the borrowing authority shall,
at such times as the committee shall specify,
report to the committee upon the extent of
its borrowings under such program, and upon
its operations generally under such program.
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Upon request of the joint committee, any
agency shall submit to the Appropriations
Committees of the House of Representatives
and the Senate estimates for proposed ap-
propriations on an annual accrued expendi-
ture basis.

“(k) Qualified members of the staff of the
Bureau of the Budget shall, at the request of
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives or the Senate, or
any subcommittee thereof, be assigned to at-
tend executive sessions of the subcommit-
tees of the Appropriations Committees and
to explain the content and basis of pro-
posed appropriations.

“(1) The Comptroller General of the United
States shall, at the request of the chairman
of the Joint Committee on the Budget, make
such investigations and reports with respect
to any agency as will enable such joint com-
mittee to give adequate consideration to
items relating to such agency which are con-
tained in the budget as submitted by the
President, and the justifications submitted in
support thereof; and, for this purpose, the
Comptroller General is authorized to employ
technical and professional personnel with-
out regard to the civil service laws, rules, or
regulations, and fix their compensation with-
out regard to the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended.

“(m) When used in this section, the term
‘agency’ means any executive department,
commission, council, independent establish-
ment, Government corporation, board, bu-
reau, division, service, office, officer, au-
thority, administration, or other establish-
ment, in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment., Such term includes the Comp-
troller General of the United States and the
General Accounting Office, and includes any
and all parts of the municipal government
of the Distriet of Columbia except the courts
thereof.

“(n) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion. Appropriations for the expenses of the
joint committee shall be disbursed by the
Secretary of the Senate upon vouchers signed
by the chairman or vice chairman.”

Sec. 2. Section 133 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946, as amended, 1s
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(g) (1) All bills and joint resolutions au-
thorizing appropriations reported from com-
mittees of the Senate or the House of Repre-
sentatives shall be accompanied by reports
in writing, which shall be printed; and there
shall be included in each such report or in
an accompanying document an estimate from
the department or other agency of the legis-
lative, executive, or judicial branch of the
Government primarily concerned of the prob-
able cost of carrying out the legislation pro-
posed in such bill or resolution over the first
five-year period of its operation or over the
period of its operation if such legislation will
be effective for less than five years. If the
chairman of the committee determines that
no existing department or agency is pri-
marily concerned with the legislation, the
estimate shall be made by the Bureau of the
Budget.

“(2) Estimates received from departments
or agencles under this subsection may be
submitted by the committees to the Bureau
of the Budget for review, and such reviews,
when practicable, shall be included in the
reports or accompanying documents before
said bills and joint resolutions are reported.

“(38) The Joint Committee on the Budget
shall maintain compilations of all such esti-
mates, and semiannually shall print those
compilations (together with any comment of
the Bureau of the Budget) for the informa-
tion of the Congress.”

SEec. 3. Section 139 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946, as amended, is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) The Joint Committee on the Budget
is authorized to recommend that joint hear-
ings be held by the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate, and of subcommittees there-
of; but such joint hearings shall not affect
the power of the respective committees, and
of subcommittees thereof, to conduct sepa-
rate additional committee hearings, and
shall not affect the Independence of commit-
tee deliberations and decision. The chair-
man of each such joint hearing shall be the
chairman of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, or of the appropriate subcommittee
thereof, of the House in which the bill is
pending at the time of the hearing, and the
vice chairman shall be the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations of the other
House, or of the appropriate subcommittee
thereof.”

A CHRISTMAS CARD FROM IOWA

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
a friend of mine, a former newspaper
man in Towa, sent me a unique Christmas
card this year. It consisted of four edi-
torials written by columnists of smaller
Iowa newspapers. It will be noted from
the preliminary remarks of Mr. Henry’s
card—and I agree with his statement—
that Iowa has more good columnists on
our weekly and daily newspapers than
any other State in the Union.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed at this point in the Recorp the pre-
liminary information with respect to
these particular columnists, together
with their columns on “The Four Seasons
of Iowa,” the one on “Winter"” written
by Irene Gogerty in the Alden Times; the
one on “Spring” written by LaVerne Hull
in the Waukon Democrat; the one on
“Autumn” written by Duane E. Dewel,
in the Kossuth County Advance, Algona,
Iowa; and the one on “Summer,” written
by Mildred Turnbull, in the Diagonal
Reporter.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRbD,
as follows:

ApouT Iowa

The pieces on the seasons are by 4 of the
250-some writers on the smaller newspapers
of the State.

Mildred Turnbull is half of the husband-
and-wife team who publish the Diagonal Re-
porter. Her “Bird Notes” s one of the best
columns in any State on nature in your own
yards, back and front. Irene Gogerty is not
now writing a column regularly, but over the
years anything she has done has gone on
into text and other books. This paragraph
from a column on “Winter” is from some-
thing she did for the late Alden Times a dec-
ade and a half ago. She now lives in Des
Molnes. LaVerne Hull writes for both the
Waukon papers, Democrat and Republican-
Standard, and has for all the years they were
put out by the Hull family. Before that she
wrote for the Waverly papers, then Hull prop-
erties, There's none better anywhere than
she. Duane Dewel also is a two-column man.
In his “Advance at Algona” each week his
“Hodge Podge” has wit and warmth and
sweetness and light, but on another page his
“Old Goat,” isn't that way at all; he gets
mad in it. In addition to this Duane does
one of the State’s best editorial pages; always,
he writes well, seriously or otherwise.

Towa has more good columnists than any
other State; the ladies, Turnbull, Gogerty and
Hull, and the lad, Dewel, are a sampling.

JoHN M. HENRY,
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THE FOUR SEASONS OF IOWA
Winter
(By Irene Gogerty in Alden Times)

I like winter here in Iowa. I like the way
a gust of wind will catch a column of smoke
and hurl it into the sky. I like the mys-
terious quiet of rivers locked by the icy key
of winter, the furry crust of snow on the
little hills, and the remote aloofness of white-
frosted high hills. I like the firelight that
winks in an old-fashioned kitchen range,
and the heat it extends into the freezing
kitchen. I like winding paths and the deep
feeling In lone walks in winter. I like this
time of the year.

Spring
(By La Verne Hull in Waukon Democrat)

One autumn long ago, I planted some little
brown bulbs in a garden, and, circumstances
being what they were, I wondered if I'd ever
see them blossom * * * I did * * * And I
was made captive of Iowa’s springs forever
after, fastening the hopes of my life’s winter
on the promise of bees buzzing in apple
blossoms when the ice has vanished and the
secret of a budding summer is unlocked
again. I always give thanks when winter is
over, and I have come 'round the corner of
the year to the season of green pastures and
tiny flowers blooming on the rubble of an
old, forgotten year. To me, it's proof of
heaven, for it is heaven brought gloriously
to clothe the earth for awhile. Just look
at a clear, bright crocus, or a blazing blue
scilla on a spring morning, and you’ll guess.
Try to count the tender green leaves on a
burgeoning twig against the blue, blue sky;
sniff plum bloom and wild violet and lily-
of-the-valley in old gardens, and you’ll know.
Watch a frond of fern uncoil from the win-
ter-chilled earth, listen to first bird song,
and dream long dreams in the newly warm
sun. Help plant the corn in new-turned
earth—plant something, anything, and bless
the season. Spring in Iowa.

Autumn

(By Duane E. Dewel in Eossuth County
Advance, Algona)

It's grand just to be alive in Iowa in
autumn, when the trees turn to glory colors
and the dry corn whispers in the wind.

Where the trees are content with their
summer’s work—and stretch branches high
to meet the oncoming snows and the cold
winter wind—where the brown and black
earth turned by the plow waits peacefully
for the work of the weather to prepare it
again for fruitfulness.

Where the sky i1s a soft blue, hazefilled,
as softlooking as a featherbed—and as deep
as the ocean—pleading perhaps for man to
look into its depths and dream a bit—to build
alr castles—to contemplate—to find again a
sense of well-being.

Brown leaves covering the hillsides along
the rivers and ponds, returning to earth to
supply the roots with food with which new
leaves will spring forth when the springtime
comes again.

Sheltered trees here and there proudly
bearing a riot of color in the midst of neigh-
bors who have shed the summer’s coat—
shrubs, still green in the low spots, flam-
boyant against the dull browns and russets
of those who went before—perhaps unnotice-
able In summer, but now standing out bril-
liantly against drab surroundings.

Busy squirrels scampering among the
leaves, planting walnuts against the winter’s
needs, their bushy tails waving as they race
for a tree, there to scold whoever has halted
their important tasks.

The blueness that spreads over the land
from the burning of leaves and cornstalks,
and the fall smells that gain tang and zest
from the tinge of smoke in the air.

White chickens, startling in contrast
against the dull grasses, spreading in ripples
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from the barnyards to the fleld—cattle and
horses in the fields searching quietly and
purposely for the last remaining food of the
summer.

The placidly flowing river, bearing the
leaves tenderly downstream, here and there
racing them over the rapids, then settling
down soberly to work again in the progress
toward a greater river, there to lend its mite
to the tide that ceaselessly flows to the sea.

The sun, warmer by contrast in the au-
tumn, its rays feeling antiseptic as mankind
turns as to bask in effortless comfort and to
gaze, moodily into the beyond, as nature
waits for a moment in contemplation of a
summer well done, before plunging into
winter, there to be born again.

Cottony silver fluff floating high In the
air, thin strands of spider webs glistening in
the sunlight, letting the wind bear them
where it will, secure in the knowledge that in
this happy land few seeds fall on barren soil.

Jackrabbits loping easily across the plow-
ing, ears up and nose questing the breeze,
occasionally bounding high from sheer hap-
piness.

The noisy tractor, seemingly subdued, as
it pulls the pickers through the cornfields,
rustling the stalks into ylelding wagonloads
of golden grain to bulge the bins, and the
harvesters roll through the rows of soybeans
rattling the seed in rippling flow of yellow
and brown,

Ducks anxiously and warily circling and
circling a slough in distrust of hidden dan-
gers, or streaming dark streaks in the bril-
lant sky in the mornings and evenings as
they leave their shelter for food or take off
again in their instinctive flight to the South-
land.

Nolsy sparrows and starlings taking na-
ture’s spotlight as their more dramatic cous-
ins have departed, busily dry-bathing in the
dust, chirping ceaselessly, flying races with
each other, impudent in their contempt for
feeble earthbound men.

Dogs sleeping relaxed in the sun or busily
nose-down practicing for the ecstasy when
they can mark the fall of a bird, to be borne
back proudly, brown eyes shining, for a pat
on the head.

The tans of the corn against the black
plowed earth, the shocked corn In stately
rows marching up and down the rolling flelds,
the green where the ungleaned seeds per-
formed their duty and sprang to life, smoke
rising straight up from the chimneys, white
houses and red barns left naked and un-
ashamed, glistening through the groves.

The ruddy moon turning to brilliant silvery
white as it rises, dimming the stars around
it, turning shadows into havens of friendly
mystery.

It's grand to be alive in such a world, to
be content, to let the troubles of mankind
slip away for a short time, to give balm to
the mind bothered with manmade worries.

In the autumn, nature, in Iowa, turns
with reassurance of a coming spring, the
ageless promise that “God's in His Heaven,
all’s right with the world.”

Summer
(By Mildred Turnbull in Diagonal Reporter)

Summer in Iowa is not all pleasure, but
there are times when that is hard to believe.
You can believe it when you see horseweeds
obscuring a creek bank, sour dock producing
seed for future years, when humidity denies
a proper breath, when heat taxes patience.

You can believe it when the sky darkens
with clouds, when storms sweep the land
with frightening power. When the rain falls
days on end, or when drought continues un-
til grass is crisped, leaves curl, and the earth
opens wide with thirsty cracks.

?u& the pleasant outweighs the unpleas-
ant.

Ask the child who has come into the full
freedom of summer, the land of the sun-
tanned, the relaxed, the carefree. Ask the
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youngish man whose brown legs pedal a bike
to the river bridge and back, to the green ap-
ple tree and back, and repeats it several
times a day.

Ask that child with mouth and hands
stained raspberry purple, arms and legs briar
scratched, whose coat of tan is past pain of
sunburn,

Ask any Iowan who has watched prairie
wind cross a field of grain; watched the way
of a breeze in a favorite tree, lain back on the
tufted comfort of orchard bluegrass to watch
apples ripen, stars shine or the moon rise,

It brings rest as well as pleasure to let your
eyes rest on the deep dark green of an oak
timber, to find there dimensions of green not
to be pictured in words.

There is relief in the stalwart hickories, the
graceful bending maples, the strength and
stature of spreading elms.

Joy lives in an apple tree, delight is a sum-
mer resident of plum thicket and elderberry
bush.

Bird sound and bird song are constant. In
summer our lives are parallel to theirs.
Bulilding lots are chosen, mates courted,
homes built, and young raised to a famillar
accompaniment of danger, of making a liv-
ing, of honest joy in a day's work done.
They, too, sing thanks at eventide, and greet
a new day with joyful sounds.

Against the background of varied greens
from horizon to horizon color moves in pa-
rade. From gold to dandelion, fanfare of
tulip, to the variety of color which is iris
and peony, we come from March to the end
of May.

This is prelude to the roses, the lilies, and
to the old fashioned garden favorites, zinnia,
marigold, and petunia.

Add to this the staccato notes of geraniums
brought from indoors, multiply it by gladiolus
and chrysanthemums.

Without cultivated flowers we would still
have blossoms, for the trees would bloom in
spring. The wild rose, spiderwort, black-
eyed-susans and butter-and-eggs would
brighten their corners and ours.

There would still be sweet wild plum, and
whole flelds of red clover. The flat discs of
blossom on the elderberry would reflect the
moonlight with their green creaminess even
as they gave off their own fragrance.

The pleasures which are Iowa at this sea-
son are not too numerous, but too numerous
to mention. The row crops marching across
the black earth, grain flelds gone golden, hay
drying under the sun which helped to grow
it.

The quietness of a country creek, or a
fence-corner community, the peace that
dwells beneath tall trees. The occasional
sight of a deer drinking in the cool dusk of
evening.

The year s shorter, and summer barely
time to count the blessings between spring
and fall. We may not be able to pedal to the
river bridge, or to “piece’” on green apples,
but we can retrieve such memories from past
summers, and add others to be recalled at a
later time,

NEBRASKA NEWSPAPERS CON-
CERNED BY PRESIDENT'S USE OF
POWERS

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, a sam-
pling of editorial reaction in Nebraska
to the President’s state of the Union mes-
sage reveals a consistent theme of nag-
ging concern felt by Americans every-
where that the great powers of the White
House be used to change, perhaps irrevo-
cably, the course this Nation will take.

These editorials represent a broad con-
sensus in my State that there is a recog-
nizable danger in the very breadth of
the proposals advanced by the President
and his preoccupation with Government
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solutions to virtually all the problems of
mankind.

None of the editorials I have seen
quarrels with Mr. Johnson’s aims and
aspirations. Indeed, most of them com-
mend his statement on this score.

The concern expressed in the editorials
is summed up by the Omaha World-
Herald in this way:

Thus, under the ground rules of the Great
Society, the people are not to do; they are to
be done for. They need not act. Big
brother will act for them.

The Lincoln Journal said:

Some of Mr. Johnson's proposals undoubt-
edly will prove to be of little or no merit, or
of potential danger. Most glaring among
these is the proposed hospital care for the
elderly under social security and the out-
lawing of the State right-to-work laws.

The Norfolk Daily News observed:

Perhaps the shopping list includes noth-
ing new in the way of proposals—but rarely
in the Nation’s history has one man been
granted such great power to see his programs
through.

The Grand Island Independent said:

What we are suggesting is that some of
the specifics may not be as glistening as the
packages in which they come—that they may
be excessively costly or better handled by
State and local governments—We prefer to
take the proposals one at a time instead of
bidding too high on the President’s gaudily
wrapped box lunch.

The Scottsbluff Star-Herald wrote:

The commitment of this Nation, as inter-
preted by the White House to a Washington-
based, federally oriented, all-encompassing
Government blueprint for soclety as lived
in the 50 States was never more plain. The
death knell was tolled over conservative lines
of thought and the door was opened to a
brand of liberalism which will mark the
course of this Nation for many decades, if not
for all time,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorials from which these
excerpts have been taken be printed in
the Recorb in their entirety.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Lincoln (!;gbr.) Journal, Jan. b,
1965]
THE PRESIDENT AND HIS MANDATE

If there ever was serious doubt that Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson would use the man-
date of his overwhelming election in order
to press forward with his plans for a “Great
Soclety,” it should have been dispelled by
his state of the Union message.

Included in his evening chat with Con-
gress and the people was virtually every pro-
gram he suggested during the presidential
campaign—from creation of a Natlonal
Foundation on the Arts to Soclal Security-
financed hospital care of the aged—plus a
few that had scarcely been mentioned before,
such as reforms In the electoral college.

A nation still accustomed to the display
of vigor and the oratorical flourishes of the
Eennedy administration might miss the full
impact of what President Johnson was pro-
posing. But in his qulet, matter-of-fact de-
livery Mr. Johnson outlined the most far-
reaching and all-encompassing domestic pro-
gram the country has witnessed since New
Deal days.

Without a doubt, every inhabitant of this
land, and many of those abroad, would be
directly affected in a number of ways by the
President's proposals, if they become law.
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Whether the individual and overall effect
of each program would be good or bad will
be the question for the American people,
through the Congress, to decide. As a prac-
tical matter, of course, the top-heavy ma-
jority of Democrats in both Houses of Con-
gress makes 1t highly likely that the Presi-
dent will get just about what he wants,

While details of the Presidential proposals
are still to come In special messages, many
of the generalitles discussed appear to be
beneficlal, if not essential, to the forward
thrust of this Nation.

Increased Federal Iinvolvement in such
areas as education, health, urban develop-
ment, transportation and air and water pol-
lution control apparently is demanded if the
Nation is to continue making economic and
social advances. It can be argued that these
and other functions should be performed at
the State and local level. But the fact of the
matter is that they have not been handled
adequately by State and local authorities and
there is no assurance that they will be.

Some of Mr. Johnson'’s proposals undoubt-
edly will prove to be of little or no merit, or
of potential danger. Most glaring among
these is the proposed hospital care for the
elderly under social security and the outlaw-
ing of State right-to-work laws.

For Republicans and independent-minded
Democrats in Congress, a huge assignment is
issued in scrutinizing the detailed proposals
and sorting the good from the bad. For Re-
publicans, as a gravely depleted opposition
party, the task is especially challenging.

By attempting to oppose the Johnson pro-
gram in its entirety, the Republicans almost
surely will be condemned to defeat. More
feasible, it seems, will be a concerted attack
on those few measures which the party deems
most objectionable, along with sincere efforts
to improve and offer alternatives on ideas
that are of general merit.

The most obvious criticism of the Presi-
dent’s proposals is in their added expense at
the same time “substantial” cuts in Federal
excise taxes are being pushed.

This argument in itself might not be too
persuasive, however. For a number of pro-
posals involve little or no expenditure.
Others, which could lead to huge outlays in
the future, apparently would be started on a
very modest scale, as the antipoverty pro-
gram already has been launched.

At the same time, Federal revenues have
been rising sharply even under lower Federal
income tax rates—some contend that the in-
creases are because of the reduced tax rates.
The proposed cuts in excise taxes undoubt-
edly would be reflected in increased economic
activity and still greater income tax returns.

Moreover, Mr. Johnson has proven both his
sincerity and his skill as an economizer in
Government.

At least part of the added expenditures in
his domestic programs could be offset by
savings in the military and other phases of
the Federal budget. In his message, the
President singled out agriculture as one area
in which he expects to reduce Government
costs.

In foreign affairs, the President also out-
lined an active and ambitious future.

A prospective exchange of visits with the
new Soviet leaders, plus possible trips to
Eurcpe and South America, promises
stepped-up activity in the pursuit of world
peace and understanding. Mr. Johnson
served notice that he does not intend to
withdraw from South Vietnam, even though
he offered no suggestions for improving the
situation there.

In all, the President has given the United
States, and the world, a great deal of food
for thought on what the destiny of mankind
should be and how it might be achieved.
He has provided a good foundation from
which serious deliberation of the future can

begin,
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[From the Norfolk (Nebr.) Dally News, Jan.
6, 1965]

LYNDON’S UNPRECEDENTED POWER

In the past quarter century, as in most
of the Nation’s history, each American Presi-
dent has had to temper his own thoughts
about the direction of the Federal Govern-
ment with the attitude of the Congress
through which he gained the authority and
the money for his programs.

In this recent period that extends back in
the Nation's history to the end of the second
Franklin Roosevelt administration, the Pres-
ident’s goals have been achieved largely by
his success In obtaining compromise with
Congress.

There are no such restraints on Lyndon
Johnson.

Aside from a Congress overwhelmingly in
political sympathy with him, he has been
favored with a significant rules change in
the House. Presidential programs have been
stopped in the past by a stubborn House
Rules Committee, but this will no longer be
as likely. The Congress itself is now geared
to act for President Johnson—and there is
certain to be much more consent and less
advice. His successes with the past Congress
were achleved because he had long years of
service on Capitol Hill that gave him the
skill to know what could be done.

Now, he has that same skill along with the
political strength of a landslide vote, a Con-
gress made up of people two-thirds of whom
are in sympathy with him, acting under rules
which give greater power to the majority.

In his state of the Union talk Monday
night, the President Indicated, as he had
throughout the campaign, that he would
make full use of every power to push through
Federal programs involving ald to education,
social security health measures, added pov-
erty-fighting funds and authority, additional
efforts against crime and delinquency, ex-
tension of minimum wage laws, worker re-
training, establishment of regional medical
centers. That Is just a sampling of the
breadth of his programs.

Perhaps the shopping list includes nothing
new in the way of proposals—but rarely in
the Nation’s history has one man been
granted such great power to see his programs
through.

[From the Scottsbluff (Nebr.) Star-Herald,
Jan. 6, 1965]
GreEAT Socrery NEARS FRUITION

The polished, 50-minute address by Presl-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, reporting Monday
night to the Congress and the country on
the state of the Nation, represented a rather
clear preview of things to come in these
United States.

With a so-called mandate at his back, as
a consequence of a sweeping election victory
last November, President Johnson outlined a
grand plan which, as the pattern for the
Great Soclety, as it 1z more aptly called, de-
manded of the Congress legislation imple-
menting vastly enlarged instruments of Fed-
eral responsibility.

The real core of Johnsonian thought was
not in the invitation for high Soviet officials
to visit the United States so that “we may
come to know each other better,” but was
to be found in the broad outline for soclal
and cultural action revolving around both
old and new agencies of central govern-
ment.

The commitment of this Nation, as inter-
preted by the White House, to a Washington-
based, federally oriented, all-encompassing
Government blueprint for soclety as lived
in the 50 States was never more plain.

The death knell was tolled over conserva-
tive lines of thought and the door was opened
to a brand of liberalism which will mark the
course of this Nation for many decades, if
not for all time.
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The clock is not likely to be turned back,
however much some of us may cherish and
seek for the reestablishment of principles
and programs having an old-fashioned and
now outmoded foundation,

The champions of States rights, of indi-
vidual responsibility, of personal freedom—
the last vestiges of rugged individualism—
may find themselves in the backwaters and
eddies of what 1964 politicians referred to
as the “mainstream of American thought,”
an almost silent and surely ineffective force.

We thought President Johnson went all
the way as the spokesman for bigger and
more powerful central government. Those
who expected a more moderate posture were
djsv?!l;tp:mm’ becau:& it szan’t there.

an overpowering majority supporting
him, in both Houses of Con y,t?h?:man
from Texas is likely to attain the bulk of
his objectives, just as he outlined them the
other night.

If we are alert to the tide of our times,
we should study his remarks of this week,
and the supplementary, detailed recom-
mendations soon to follow, for they will point
out the future course of this Nation.

The Great Soclety is about to take on
flesh and form,

[From the Grand Island (Nebr.) Independ-
ent, Jan. T, 1966]

Ovur JUDGMENT IS RESERVED

Unmistakably, the goals which President
Lyndon B. Johnson has outlined for his
Great Society in his state of the Union mes-
sage have broad appeal. Unmistakably, this
speech was in the best Johnson tradition of
something for everyone.

‘Who can quarrel with his objectives?

A program in education to insure
American child the fullest development of
his mind and skills,

A massive attack on crippling and killing
diseases.

A national effort to make the American city
a better and more stimulating place to live.

An increase in the beauty of America and
end to the poisoning of our rivers and the air
we breathe,

A new program to develop regions of our
country now suffering from distress and
depression.

New efforts to control and prevent crime
and delinquency.

Elimination of every remaining obstacle to
the right and opportunity to vote.

Honor and support for the achlevements
of thought and the creations of art.

An allout campaign against waste and
inefficiency.

Most admirable ideals, all of them.

But will the specifics be as palatable?

That remains to be seen.

The Presldent has given some hints, and
they raise some doubt. In his state of the
Unlon message he reiterated his support for
hospital care for the elderly under social
security. By now, this program may have
been detailed. But whatever the details, it
is certain to be met with objections, and
valid ones.

Some improvement in medical assistance
is unquestionably needed. The recent report
that only eight persons in Hall County are
recelving assistance under the Kerr-Mills
plan indicates definite shortcomings in that
approach. But isn’t 1t more logical to im-
prove that program, or inaugurate a new one
with other methods of financing rather than
jeopardize the social security system with a
program that promises to be little better?

Similarly, is it really necessary to add a
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to our already vast Federal bureauc-
racy, as the President proposes? Or could
his programs be handled by the existing
Health, Education, and Welfare Department?

What we are suggesting is that some of the
specifics may not be as glistening as the
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package in which they come—that they may
be excessively costly or better handled by
State and local governments.

We are not suggesting that this will apply
to all of the contents. Massive Federal ex-
penditures in the fight against cancer and
heart disease, for example, might well be a
boon to the Nation. Similarily, Federal
power to prevent pollution of air and water
might well be in order. Both were suggested
in the President’s message.

But we do prefer to take the proposals one
at a time instead of bidding too high on the
President’s gaudily wrapped box lunch.

[From the Omaha (Nebr.) Evening World-
Herald, Jan. 6, 1965]

Leave IT To LYNDON

President Johnson’s low-keyed delivery of
his state of the Union message was pretty
much in keeping with its vaguely worded
content.

While the President managed to ask for
most of the items in his party's 1964 catch-
all platform, he did so in restrained, almost
pedestrian language.

The same proposals offered in Mr. John-
son’s high-pitched, pre-White House volce
and accompanied by his former arm waving
might have roused the tiger in opponents
of his mostly Socialist Great Soclety.

But he soothed and smoothed, rather than
exhorted, The fatherly tones prompted
even Senator DIRxsEN, the Republican Sen-
ate leader, to reply in kind and mildly to
point out that the President apparently
hoped to achieve paradise at cut rates.

Much of Mr. Johnson's appraisal of the
Nation's needs was reasonable.

America does need to make available to
every child an education that will develop
his mind and skills.

It does need to attack disease, the blight
of cities, the pollution of air and rivers,
crime and delinquency, waste and in-
efficiency.

America does need to make the cities bet-
ter places in which to live.

America needs to preserve and increase
the beauty of America, and to encourage the
achievements of thought and the creations
of art.

The better America and the better world
which Mr, Johnson pictured are not only
legitimate aspirations, but their achieve-
ment should occupy the thoughts of all who
care about the kind of world in which their
children will live.

But the disconcerting thing about Mr.
Johnson's portrait of the Great Soclety is
that the great improvements therein are to
be brought about not by individual and local
effort—the ingenuity of Americans working
together voluntarily.

They are to be imposed by a supposedly
wise, benevolent Federal Government which
will determine the needs, make the plans
to meet them, devise the programs, super-
vise their administration, and, of course, fi-
nance them, while at the same time cutting
taxes.

The President sald he will call a White
House conference for this purpose, send a bill
to Congress for that, exercise the powers he
already has to achieve still another goal.

Thus, under the ground rules of the Great
Soclety, the people are not to do; they are
to be done for.

They need not act. Big brother will act
for them.

Don't worry about how our country can
finance the superwelfare state while “we
continue along the path toward a balanced
budget in a balanced economy.”

Just leave it to Lyndon.

Phrased in the President's quiet tones, this
sounded almost convineing—this soft sell for
soft socialism.
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The same kind of words wrapped around
the desperately complex problems of Viet-
nam or applied to relations with the Com-
munist world were almost as consoling.

Let the Moscow leaders talk on our tele-
vision and our people on theirs—and some-
how the great chasms between us will close.

In any event, leave these problems to
Lyndon Johnson. He and his administra-
tion and the Congress will figure things out.

And as for those who may have nagging
doubts that father knows best, well, even
many of them were subdued by Mr. John-
son's performance.

They may not be heard from, however, un-
til Mr. Johnson this weekend starts sending
down his special messages spelling out pre-
cisely what he has in mind and how much it
is likely to cost.

NATHAN GOLD—GOLD MEDAL
CITIZEN

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, last
Thursday, January 14, the National Re-
tail Merchants Association granted its
highest award, the Gold Medal, to one of
Nebraska’s most selfless and civie-
minded citizens, Mr. Nathan Gold, of
Lincoln.

To mark the occasion, the 998 em-
ployees of Gold’s of Nebraska, a leading
midwestern department store, took a full
page advertisement in the Lincoln news-
papers to salute their friend and co-
worker. Each employee’s signature ap-
pears on the advertisement.

It is interesting to note that Nate
Gold’s employees call themselves ‘“‘co-
workers.” This is because an enlight-
ened employment policy many years ago
established that the lowliest clerk and
the president of the company were liter-
ally working together for the good of the
company and the community.

As the Lincoln Journal observed edi-
torially:

In a larger sense, Nathan Gold has been a
frlend and coworker of all Lincolnites and
all Nebraskans. He has given of his time
and talent toward developing the State and
its resources, including Nebraska's youth.

It would not be possible to list here
Mr. Gold’s long and illustrious roll of
activities for the betterment of his city
and his State and their resources in-
cluding Nebraska's youth.

Perhaps it will suffice to say that al-
though he operates one of Nebraska's
largest businesses, he has never been too
busy to accept a new and burdensome
civic duty. These activities range from
the chairmanship of the Nebraska Re-
sources Foundation to work with 4-H
Clubs, from heading famine and relief
drives to directing the sale of war bonds,
from service to the Jewish Welfare Foun-
dation to establishing a better business
bureau in Lincoln.

Mr. President, it is entirely fitting that
the National Retail Merchants Associa-
tion should present its most distinguished
Gold Medal award to a most distin-
guished gold medal -citizen—Nathan
Gold.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp, excerpts from an
article in Stores, the official magazine
of the National Retail Merchants Asso-
ciation, which explains the award given
to Mr. Gold.
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There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Like every other recipient of the Gold
Medal Award, Mr. Gold has made a special
and distinctive contribution to retailing,
In his case, this contribution has been pri-
marily the improvement and enlargement of
the public image of the retailer, When he
was president of the National Retail Mer-
chants Assoclation, in 1959, Nathan Gold led
in the development of a public relations pro-
gram for the industry, and he talked and
wrote to hundreds of retaillers on this
subject.

It is true, as he said then, that many stores
are deeply and generously involved in com-
munity affairs and need only to tell the pub-
lic about these activities to be more fully
appreciated. But there are few retallers
who have been such active community
leaders as Nathan Gold himself. When he
entered the family business of Gold & Co. in
1?(111. Nebraska as a State was only 43 years
old.

For 12 years, from 1949 to 1961, he headed
the Nebraska Resources Foundation, a group
dedicated to the creation of an increasingly
diversified economy for the State., He saw
the foundation’s work reach success as more
manufacturers established operations in Ne-
braska towns., This was only one phase of a
well-planned program to avold the pitfalls
of a one-sided economy. At the University
of Nebraska, chemurgic research was—and
is—continuously adapting agricultural by-
products to industrial uses. Mr, Gold has
been a financial contributor to this research,
but that is only one aspect of his support
of the university's activities.

He has been the donor of special scholar-
ships to freshmen, which are called the Wil-
liam Gold Keys in honor of his father, who
founded the department store in 1902. The
University of Nebraska gave him a Distin-
guished Service Award in 1946, and Ne-
braska's Wesleyan University conferred on
him the honorary degree of doctor of hu-
mane letters.

Gold’s work for young people has brought
him honorary memberships in the 4-H
Clubs, the Future Farmers of America, the
Future Homemakers of America, and the in-
ternational farm youth exchange program.
He helped finance trips to Europe for 4-H
boys and girls under the farm youth ex-
change program; made an annual tradition
of a Labor Day banquet for 4-H Club mem-
bers from all over the State.

The city of Lincoln is the focus of Nebra-
ska State pride and accomplishment. Na-
than Gold was a cofounder of the Lincoln
City Planning Commission and the Better
Business Bureau of Lincoln; has been honor-
ary president of the Urban League Center
and an officer of the Lincoln Chamber of
Commerce and the Nebraska State Historieal
Society; is chairman this year of the Lincoln
Foundation Endowment Fund campaign.

These are but samples of the many activi-
ties which Mr. Gold feels the independent
merchant can and should carry on in his
community, His own contributions to the
development of Lincoln and of Nebraska
have, along with a tradition of progressive
merchandising and management, bullt a
highly personal and distinctive reputation
for the store, Its recent purchase by J. L,
Brandels & Sons leaves its operation and
management unchanged, and combines the
resources and buylng power of the two larg-
est independent retallers in Nebraska.

On the same site it has occupied since
1924, Gold's has been several times enlarged
and modernized, until it occupies the better
part of a square block. Its most recent
modernization, completed last year, cost $1.5
million.
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Nathan Gold became chalrman of the
board of Gold's in 1955, his son, Willilam
Gold, succeeding him in the presidency.
The senior Gold has put his time and en-
ergy more than ever into State and com-
munity service, following the lifetime prin-
ciple best summed up in his own words:
“Every change in the economy of a city,
every population shift, every tax measure,
every slum clearance project exerts a direct
or indirect influence on each retailer's busi-
ness. No longer is it possible to be just a
storekeeper. Whether we like it or not, in
order to be successful merchants, we must
also be successful, active, interested citizens
of our communities.”

CREATION OF JOINT COMMITTEE
ON THE BUDGET

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, as in
previous years, I have joined in the co-
sponsorship of the bill to create a Joint
Committee on the Budget, S. 2.

This measure is an essential first step
toward bringing the gigantic Federal
budget back under congressional control.
We speak of congressional control of the
purse strings, but real control can pro-
ceed only on the basis of adequate
knowledge. In recent years the budget
has grown so vast, so complicated that it
becomes increasingly difficult for the
Senate and House Appropriations Com-
mittees to follow all of its reaches. Con-
gressional control becomes more and
more a matter of faith, less and less a
maftter of fact. There is a real and pres-
ent danger that effective control over
the spending of the people’s money will
be lost by simple default.

Yet, the Federal tax burden has be-
come the largest single expense for the
average American family, The Federal
budget has become the longest balance
sheet in the Nation. Federal revenues
have become more than three times as
great as the total of all private corpora-
tion profits. Federal spending, which
was at a level of $9 billion in 1940,
reached a new record of $98 billion in
1964. Just during the last 4 years spend-
ing has increased $21 billion. We have
reached the point where the national
debt grows in peace as well as war, dur-
ing prosperity as during depression.

The purpose of this bill is to give Con-
gress the tools with which to more care-
full serutinize the spending process.

First. It proposes that a new joint
committee establish overall goals and
limits on the spending program, so as to
tailor the individual departmental and
agency programs down to fit within those
goals.

Second. It would equip Congress with
a staff of fiscal analysts and technical
specialists—experts to match against the
spokesmen for the departments of the
executive branch.

The joint committee proposed to be
created by this bill would be composed of
members of the Senate and House Com-
mittees on Appropriations. The staff of
analysts under their supervision would
make continuing studies of the programs
of the executive branch, existing and
proposed, on & year-round basis. When
the budget requests from the executive
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departments came before the Appropria-
tions Committees of the Senate and
House, we would be more adequately pre-
pared to analyze the budget presenta-
tions of departmental spokesmen, to
gquestion their claims or criticize their
operations, even to propose policy
changes in the conduct of such programs
where necessary to reflect the will of
Congress.

As the Federal Government piles pro-
gram on top of program and reaches
out to find new fields of activity, we need
such staff assistance to enable us to dis-
charge our responsibilities. The estab-
lishment of this joint committee would
bring to the appropriations process the
same advantages as the taxing com-
mittees of the two Houses now recieve
from the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation.

The Senate has passed this proposal on
six different occasions. This year has
already seen many changes suggested
for the operation of the Congress, and
many of us have joined in support of the
proposal for a general study of the op-
erations of Congress. Itis my hope that
we can move ahead with this legislation
and secure the adoption of this needed
congressional committee.

One area where this proposed com-
mittee is particularly needed is in the
handling of the reports by the General
Accounting Office on its inspections of
the various executive departments. The
General Accounting Office is an arm of
the Congress. Again and again it has
uncovered bad budgetary practices or
wasteful spending policies, and reported
them to Congress. All too often such
bad practices are permitted to continue
even after being exposed simply because
Congress has not created effective ma-
chinery to force their correction. The
proposed Joint Budget Committee would
give us the means to follow through
after receiving the GAO reports of in-
vestigation, and to make sure that
changes are made.

Mr. President, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. McCLerLan] deserves a
special word of praise for the leader-
ship he has shown in carrying on this
fight, and in maintaining the Senate's
interest and support for the proposal, in
the face of repeated discouragements be-
cause of the refusal of the House to
agree. He and I have served on the Ap-
propriations Committee together. From
our experience there we have come to
realize how essential it is to take action
along the lines of S. 2, and give ourselves
the necessary instruments with which to
discharge our responsibilities,

CLEARWATER AND NEBRASKA
MOURN CHURCHILL, ITS HONOR-
ARY CITIZEN
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the peo-

ples of the world today are mourning the
loss of a great leader and an eloquent
spokesman for freedom. It remains for
each of us to be a little less because of the
loss of Winston Churchill.
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Sir Winston said on his 88th birthday,
“I feel on both sides of the Atlantic.”
Today we feel this tragic loss on this side
of the Atlantic for he was one of our own.
But we cannot claim exclusive possession
because in fact, everyone on every side
of every ocean feels this loss to the cause
of mankind, Out of our ranks has de-
parted a noble warrior and prince of
peace with a passion for humanity.

It was nearly 2 years ago that we in
the United States out of respect and
thankfulness fittingly conferred, by an
act of Congress, citizenship upon this
elder statesman. Prior to this the State
of Nebraska had conferred its citizen-
ship upon Sir Winston because of “his
courage, tenacity, wisdom, and leader-
ship both in war and in peace.” One of
our own has gone out from among us.

The loss is limited not to the nations
of the world alone. The impact of this
tragic loss has been keenly felt in the
town of Clearwater, Nebr. A kinship
had grown and was strengthened be-
tween this eminent world leader and the
citizens of the town. They had early
made Sir Winston an honorary citizen
of their little town—the highest honor
they could grant and the finest expres-
sion of his inspiration for them.

In a letter to Sir Winston they pointed
out that the “climate ranges from un-
speakably hot to unbearably cold, but
our land and people are productive.”
Productive—here was an element in the
kinship between this great man of his-
tory and the citizens of Clearwater. In
addition, the letter went on:

We offer you as your resldence in the
United States of America a fine little home
here in Clearwater, which will be maintained
for you.

Where else can one find such an ex-
pression of kinship between a rural com-
mu.r;lty and this cosmopolitan world fig-
ure

Each of the 420 citizens of Clearwater,
just as the peoples of all Nebraska and
in the far reaches of the earth, poign-
antly feels the loss of this great actor
from the stage of life. Indeed, his life
was a “triumph of life itself.”

INTERNATIONAL SCIENCE YOUTH

PROGRAM

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
Science Service, Inc.,, an organization
that specializes in distributing popular
scientific news and information, holds
an international science fair for young
people every year. This year their fair
is to be held in St. Louis, this coming
May. I am sure the people of my State
will look forward to the event, and will
join me in welcoming the International
Science Fair-International to Missouri.

The director of Science Service, Dr.
Watson Davis, recently made a most in-
teresting and informative speech con-
cerning the scientific education of Amer-
ican young people, and of the youth of
other nations. I would like to ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. President, that Dr.
Davis’ excellent remarks be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

INTERNATIONAL SCIENCE YOUTH PROGRAM

(Paper by Dr. Watson Davis, director, Sclence
Bervice, Inc.,, Washington, D.C., at the
meeting of the American Assoclation for
the Advancement of Science, Tuesday, De~
cember 29, 1964, Main Ball Room, Shera-
ton-Mount Royal Hotel, Montreal, Quebec,
Canada)

In the intellectual ferment remaking the
world, educationally as well as industrially
and philosophically, the kindling of youthful
interest and creativity is a most powerful
and important ingredient.

Throughout the world, as in the United
States, boys and girls are studying science
in schools and pursuing it avidly as a hobby.
In a few years they are catching up with the
explosive progress of modern science. A few
of them are recognizably of great talent and
promise, even at teen age of the secondary
school. They are viewing the world with
fresh but enlightened minds that will give
advanced knowledge of facts and theories
when they join the research ranks.

In the United States alone there are ap-
proximately a million science-oriented boys
and girls In high school, They are the rank
and file of this great national science youth
program. These are the science-motivated
students who do sclence projects and show
them in science fairs in some 15,000 schools.
Thelr science teachers, some 20,000 of them,
are sponsors of Sclence Clubs of America
units in practically all localities of the Na-
tion. They provide continuing Inspiration
to encourage the young sclentists who under-
take projects, often amazingly expert and
predictive of what the student is likely to
do in the future.

Sclence is fun. A “do-it-yourself” method
of learning typifies the modern method. To
do experiments is more effective than watch-
ing a teacher perform the experiments or
being forced to read about them without
understanding, from a textbook. The tech-
nique of sclence education involves the stu-
dent getting his hands dirty and his mind
disturbed. John Dewey, earlier than the
present revolution, advocated learning by do-
ing in the form of fun and games. This
progressive education attitude has now be-
come accepted and conventional. Boys and
girls learn more earlier. Many teachers can-
not hope to know as much as some eager
student who, perhaps under her inspiration,
drinks deeply of the technieal literature
which ordinary examinations do not and
should not encompass.

The course content revisions revolution
recognized the necessity for an infusion of
the experimental method into education,
particularly secondary education. The
growth of these efforts to change scl-
ence courses in the United States is an out-
come of the success of what might be called
the science project or the science fair meth-
od of interesting the young in playing sci-
ence actively, instead of sitting on the side-
lines while teachers pontificate in lectures,
goodhearted and competent though they
may be.

There are underdeveloped or developing
areas in the United States from the stand-
point of science education, although tremen-
dous progress is being made. America has
learned enough to embolden us to attempt to
export to other parts of the world what we
have learned in science education. The new
and useful methods that can be transplanted
conslist of ideas rather than materials and
formal courses. The new teaching and ex-
tracurricular application in other countries
of the world, based upon the science youth
techniques developed in the United States,
gives great promise for a continued revolu-
tion in educational thought. Many millions
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of boys and girls, in addition to learning how
to read and write, do arithmetic and under-
stand rudiments of health, are being given
the opportunity of being convinced by their
own efforts of the reality and validity of sci-
entific knowledge and method. Even in the
most advanced parts of the world where
education is fashioned upon the British
and French methods of studying rigld
texts in order to be able to pass quali-
fying examinations for college entrance,
there is being Infused the experimental
method as a result of which the students
have a chance to learn for themselves by
doing sclentific tasks and projects.

The experimental science revolution is hav-
ing its effect in the intellectually advanced
areas as well as In the so-called underdevel-
oped new nations where an educational
structure must be newly created or widely
extended. A great opportunity exists in every
area where educational facilitles are being
created to introduce the new methods, which
in the long run will be cheaper to apply and
result in greater educational values, All of
the boys and girls of any area should be giv-
en the opportunity to participate in this at-
tempt of their schools to upgrade and vivify
their studies, particularly in science. What
is done must take into account the cultural
and national conditions. Science education
sultable to a country cannot be imported like
an automobile ready to run. It must be
assembled and in some cases manufactured
to meet the particular conditions. There can
be imported into an area scientific educa-
tional know-how and prototypes of experi-
mental kits of great simplicity that can be
adapted to the areas and manufactured lo-
cally out of native materials, There can be
training of teachers as to how science edu-
cation, particularly the extracurricular sci-
ence youth activities, can be utilized. This
perhaps can best be done by a combination
of bringing teachers from other areas to the
United States and conducting educational
work tralning sessions in those other areas.

Simultaneously, with its continuing devel-
opment of the national science youth pro-
gram In the United States, Sclence Service
has had the opportunity to undertake, by
several methods, the introduction of science
fairs and science clubs in other areas. Some
of the developments of sclence fairs have re-
sulted from the desire of the teachers and
educational authorities to introduce the
sclence fair method into their nations after
they had seen its results in the United States.
Within the last 3 years, thanks to the wise
support of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, Science Service has had the oppor-
tunity to offer cooperation to ministries of
education in a number of nations. This has
resulted in the holding of science fairs in
those nations. In a number of instances the
sclence fair as a continuing institution in
the nation has been firmly transplanted.

The countries in which science fairs have
been held as a result of the support of the
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission to Sclence
Service are Mexico, Chile, Colombia, Uruguay,
and Spain with fairs to be held in Portugal,
El Salvador, and Guatemala In 19656. Second
annual national sclence fairs already have
been held in Mexico and Chile. Spailn and
Uruguay will in all probability have their
second fairs in 1965.

Brazil has had science fairs, a science talent
search, and a teaching center for the manu-
facture of simple inexpensive science teach-
ing apparatus for a period of more than 6
years and the U.S. example and experiences
have been instrumental in this development,

The National Sclence Fair, which was first
held in 1950 in Philadelphia, became inter-
national in 1958 through the desire of the
newly established Japan Student Science
Awards' Sclence Falr, based on the U.S. pat-
tern, to make an entry on a regional basis in
the U.8, fair. This has been followed by
NSPF-I entries for 1 or more years by fairs
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in Canada, Thalland, Sweden, and from U.S.
dtea;.:olendents schools in Germany, France, and
Italy.

The nationwide sclence falr in Israel will
have representatives at the National Sclence
Fair-International for the first time this year,
even though it has been in operation for the
past 3 years. The falr is sponsored by the
Weizmann Institute of Science.

Ireland may be represented at the 1965
NSF-I1.

Canada has science youth programs that
take the form of science fairs as well as
sclence clubs. The Canadian Sclence Fairs
Council with headquarters at Ottawa has a
sclence fair structure which involves 21 lo-
calities and it holds an annual Canadian
National Science Fair. In addition, two re-
glonal fairs, the Fourth Hamilton Science
Fair, Hamilton, Ontario, and the Second Ni-
agara Reglonal Science Fair at St. Catharines,
Ontario, entered the National Science Fair-
International. In French-speaking Canada,
the interests and enthusiasm of young sci-
entists, predominately French speaking, are
served by the I'Association Canadienne-
Francalse pour l'Avancement des Sciences
and Club des Jeunes Naturalistes.

For the last 3 years, selected U.S. students
who have won awards at the National Sei-
ence Fair-International have been sent to
Japan where they were guests of the Japan
Student Sclence Awards’ Sclence Fair.
These U.S. representatives have been spon-
sored and selected for the last 2 years by
the Army, Navy, and Ailr Force.

It is expected that as finances are avail-
able this very frultful exchange of students
between various parts of the world will be
instituted.

In addition, several Far Eastern areas with
sclence falrs, which have stemmed largely
from the U.S. pattern, sent representatives
to the Japan Students Science Awards’ Sci-
ence Falr as follows: Korea, Okinawa,
Taiwan, and Thailand.

The sclence youth programs of France
have taken a different form because of the
fact that it was not possible for students
to work on their own individual projects in
the official schools. Therefore, there was or-
ganized the Mouvement Jeunes-Science,
which has established laboratories in centers
at Marsellles, Bordeaux, Angers, Lille, and
Tunis, in which youths can work on vari-
ous projects out of school hours. With
French Government support, a beautiful
laboratory for science youth costing more
than $100,000 was inaugurated in October
to serve youth of Marsellles.

England has developed regional sclence
fairs which now total four in various parts
of the nation and these are in part modeled
upon the science fairs as developed in other
parts of the world including the United
States. Sclence Service was partly instru-
mental in obtaining the financial coopera-
tion of one of the large London newspapers,
the Sunday Times, of which Roy H. Thomson
is publisher. The British Assoclation for
the Advancement of Scilence has taken an
active part in developing the structure of
sclence fairs working through local and re-
glonal organizations of the BAAS.

Stockholm’s Tekniska Museet (Museum),
whose director, Sigvard Strandh, had been
the sclentific attaché of the Swedish Em-
bassy in Washington, D.C., inaugurated the
Swedish National Science Fair in 1963 and
a representative has been sent to the Nation-
al Sclence Fair-International that year and
subsequently. The Swedish National Science
Falr has entrles from various parts of that
country.

Sclence fairs also have been developed in
India, Pakistan, the Philippines, Australia,
New Zealand and perhaps other countries
upon which we do not have full information.
These nations have utilized the techniques
and methods of the American experience in
most cases.
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Overtures have been made through several
channels, particularly the exchange of atomic
energy information, toward a cooperation
with the science youth program of the
U.8.8R. which takes the form of science
ploneers. The science youth program of
Russia is still believed to be relatively un-
developed.

Science Service has cooperated with the
Interim Coordinating Committee for the
Presentation of Science and the Development
of Out-of-School Sclentific Activities, which
had had support from UNESCO and result-
ing from a UNESCO conference. There are
representatives on this Committee from Bel-
gium, England, France, Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands, Norway, the United States, and
the Council of Europe. Some of the youth
programs in some of these countries take
forms different from science fairs. Summer

s are particularly favored by France,
Belgium, and Norway.

In London for several years, an interna-
tlonal science youth fortnight has been
held under the auspices of the World Friends
Organization in conjunction with the British
Association for the Advancement of Science,
with representatives from several European
countries as well as the United States.

Sclence Service has responded to the re-
quests of other countries for cooperation in
sclence youth activities, furnishing mini-
mum prototype materials and “know-how."”
This pays magnificent dividends in sclentific
and educational interchange,

The cooperation of the U.S. Agency for In-
ternational Development has been sought in
answering some of the requests and oppor-
tunities. A small grant from the Rockefeller
Foundation to Sclence Service is making it
possible to extend to other countries in Latin
Amerlca, such as Peru and Argentina, facill-
tles and information similar to that provided
to other countries in that area with U.S.
Atomic Energy Commission support.

It may be questioned whether some of the
sophisticated course content revisions that
through the expenditure of many millions of
U.S. dollars have been bludgeoned into
American schools should be imposed on the
schools of other nations, at least until they
are proved to be better than their simpler
though older study plans that are, or could
be, infused with the simple experimental
educational approach of the sclence fair
method.

World cooperation for science youth activi-
ties is developing rapidly with the prospect
that the program will bring the international
scientific and educational world closer to-
gether.

A powerful and numerous body of sclence
youths are in our science fairs. These mil-
Hon American youths of high school age,
their teachers and parents, and cooperating
scientists and engineers and their profes-
sional, university, and industrial organiza-
tions have the obligation to foster the world
movement. Many hundreds of thousands of
students in other countries of the world must
be given the opportunity of jolning accord-
ing to their abilities the expansion of the
precious sclence-technology “brain force”
that will continually remake our civilization.

LONG-RANGE FEED GRAIN
PROGRAM
Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
there is deep concern on the part of
many farmers and farm leaders that
farm programs may be in jeopardy.
These programs have not proved per-
fect, but they have made great contribu-
tions to the well-being of farmers, re-
duced surpluses, and helped strengthen
farm income while keeping consumer
prices stable.
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A great farm leader, Fred Heinkel, of
Missouri, has expressed his views on
these programs. He has looked at their
accomplishments and their support.

I believe his views deserve the study
of my colleagues. Therefore, Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that an
article written by Mr. Heinkel and pub-
lished in the Missouri Farmer be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

FarMm VoTE AND FARMER PARTICIPATION INDI-
CATE A DESIRE FOR LONG-RANGE FEED GRAIN
PROGRAM

(By F. V. Heinkel)

Land used to produce feed grains accounts
for more than all the acres planted to wheat,
cotton and soybeans. This is one reason
why production of corn, grain sorghums,
oats and barley is important. There's an-
other: This grain eventually is marketed
through livestock or poultry or dairy prod-
ucts.

So programs which involve feed grains are
doubly significant—first to the farmers who
raise the grain, second to those who feed it.

Both are concerned about price. Growers
are interested in a figure sufficient to pay
for fertilizer, fuel and other production costs
and leave a profit; feeders, in a feed cost at
which they can make a net return.

How can both be satisfled?

The answer lies in price and supply sta-
bility—stability at a figure where there is
profit for those who raise the and also
where livestock, poultry and milk production
are not stimulated to the point of overpro-
duction for the supply of meat, eggs and
dairy products is a greater factor in deter-
mining profits than is the cost of feed.

How can this stability be achieved? How
can the income of those who ralse it and
those who feed 1t be improved and yet Gov-
ernment costs held in check?

These questions were uppermost in the
minds of farmers and Government officlals
when the first National Feed Grain Commit-
tee was appointed by President Eennedy. I
was asked to be chairman of that Committee
at its first meeting in January 1961. The
members were farmers from all over the
country. They met in Washington and were
briefed*by USDA economists.

The statisticlans’ report was anything but
optimistie.

Production had been climbing rapidly,
building carryover stocks to an estimated 85
million tons, and prices the fall of 1960
had slipped to the lowest level in years.

But that Committee knew what it wanted
and went to work. We talked over the prob-
lems and then, in just a little more than 1
day, hammered out a feed grain program
that has increased farm income, reversed the
buildup in stocks and held down program
costs to the Government.

Now the Committee has met once more to
advise with USDA on recommendations to
the Congress for new legislation. The pro-
gram we've been operating under has been
extended year to year in much the same form
as first initiated in 1961. It expires Decem-
ber 31, 1965.

We had several specific recommendations
in the meeting last month, It is always of
interest to me how a group of hardfisted
farmers can sit down and get right to the
heart of problems like this. They are used
to making rapid decisions in planting, har-
vesting, buying and selling. And they've got
corn waiting to be picked or cows to milk
back home, so they don't waste time.

One of the first things they lit into was
the level of prices, Some suggestion had
been made that the price-support loan level
on feed grains should be lowered. No, these
fellows argued, leave it where it is and build
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in additional farm income by upping sup-
port payments—as much as a dime or 15
cents a bushel for corn. They were deter-
mined that any changes should increase in-
come. This approach of increasing payments
does that while at the same time it stabllizes
grain costs to the feeder; and it rewards
the growers who comply with the program
objective of holding production in check.

The next point was this matter of every
year having to go to Congress with hat in
hand, asking for a program and then waiting
right up to time to fill the planter befcre
knowing what the particulars are going to
be. Enough of that, the committee said;
glve us a b-year program. This would
let farmers plan ahead and make farm pro-
gram development much less of a political
football.

I don’t know just what will come of these
recommendations. I do feel these two main
points will get special attention, I base my
conviction on three reasons; One, the pro-
gram is working; two, farmers—as proved by
their participation in it—Ilike it; three, Presi-
dent Johnson believes in workable farm pro-
grams

It is apparent from the election results
that farmers do not want to weaken farm
programs. The fact that the Johnson-
Humphrey ticket carried every rural area in
the usually Republican Midwest meant sub-
stantial party-switching took place.

One study of 1,800 typical rural precincts
(selected prior to the election) showed a
heavy Democrat vote. Nearly all of these
had gone Republican in 1956 and 1960.

For instance, here are the figures for these
rural precincts in Missouri and four neigh-
boring States: In Missourl in 1960, 50 per-
cent of the vote went for Kennedy compared
to 63 percent for Johnson in 1964; in Illinois
it was 42 percent for Kennedy, 53 percent for
Johnson; in Iowa it was 44 percent for Een-
nedy, 63 percent for Johnson; in Indlana,
46 percent for Kennedy, 61 percent for John-
son; in Kansas, 38 percent for Kennedy, 62
percent for Johnson,

In addition to that, about 35 rural Sena-
tors and Congressmen were unseated—in
many instances the unfavorable stand they'd
taken on farm and farm-related issues was
behind their loss.

It isn’t easy to analyze election returns.
But those whose business it is to do so are
saylng that Johnson's make-farm-pro-
grams-more-workable approach was more
acceptable to farmers than Goldwater’s
away-with-them attitude.

If this is s0, and I believe it is, then this
administration surely will follow through
and make every possible effort to strengthen
farm programs to meet farmers’' need for
higher farm income. We certainly hope this
comes true.

THE QUEST FOR TRUTH

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr, President,
answering of mail from constituents
probably absorbs more Congressional
time and energy than any other single
activity on Capitol Hill. Personally, I
go to some lengths to make certain that
my views on political issues are not kept
secret from the public, but questions
asked in the incoming daily mail indi-
cate these efforts are not totally effective,
even with the combined assistance of
newspapers, radio, and television. One
can only conclude that Americans have
an insatiable quest for knowledge, and
this is all to the good.

I recall that one Senator recently re-
ported that his daily first-class mail
averaged 300 pieces. If he spent only 5
minutes on each response, this would
occupy 25 hours each day, slightly more
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than allowed by the earth’s diurnal
transit.

Most of the mail shows real concern
about national problems, but some re-
quests are subtly uncomplimentary,
such as: “Send me all the information
you have on Government, if you have
any.” Or the questions are perplexing,
such as “Do you think a woman will
ever become President of the United
States? When?”

Senators and Representatives are not
the only persons who enjoy being the
recipients in these quests for truth. Mr.
Art Buchwald, in his syndicated column,
has related some of his own experiences
with the mailbag, and has offered his
own solution. His method might not be
drastic for a newspaper columnist, but I
fear it would lead to the early forced re-
tirement of a politician. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp Mr. Buchwald's column en-
titled “A Ruthless Conspiracy,” which
was published in the Washington Post
of January 26, 1965,

There being no objection, the column
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

A RUTHLESS CONSPIRACY
(By Art Buchwald)

There is a ruthless conspiracy going on
in the United States among our grade and
high school teachers and someone must put
a stop to it.

Apparently, one of the major homework
assignments these days is to have pupils
write to someone in a profession and ask
him a few hundred gquestions, such as how
he got started, why he chose his work, how
much he makes, and what course of study
he would recommend to someone wanting to
pursue the same work.

I receive on the average, 10 letters a week
from students who have been assigned to
interview me by mail, I would provably
ignore the letters altogether except that each
student usually points out at the bottom of
the letter that if I don't answer his letter
he will flunk the course. Most students
give me until Thursday to reply, but some are
more pressed and need it on Wednesday.

One time an entire class (40 students)
wrote to tell me it had been assigned to find
out how I remain fair In my columns. I
wrote back that I do not try to remain fair
in my columns. The question was *“Could
you please let me know in about 500 words
where you get the ideas for your columns?”

The political science teacher had his stu-
dents ask, “Would you explain the difference
between the Federal and State court sys-
tems? And a civies teacher suggested that
his class write to me and find out what I
thought about recognition of Red China.

It takes an average of 16 minutes to answer
one of those letters, and since I don't have
time to do my own kid's homework, I don't
see why I should do the homework of com-
plete strangers.

Therefore, I'm announcing as of today that
any teacher who assigns her pupils to write
to me as a research project will receive a
questionnaire in return.

These are the questions the teacher will
be required to answer:

1. How did you decide to go into the teach-
ing profession?

2. Do you like to teach boys or girls
better? Why?

3. Could you send me some anecdotes
about your favorite pupil?

4. Please tell me the titles and authors of
the books that have influenced you as a
teacher?

6. Do you try to be fair in your classes?
How?
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6. Does anyone get mad at anything you
say? Please give an {llustration.

7. How do you come up with new ideas
for your homework assignments every day?

8. What do you think about the new
phases of education?

9. What do you think of our position in
Vietnam? The Congo? Cuba?

10. What subjects should someone take
if he wants to become a teacher?

11. How much money do you make?

12. Please let me have this no later than
next week.

I feel that the questionnaire is the only
way to make teachers stop assigning their
students this type of homework.

From now on, whenever I get one of those
pleading letters from a student, out goes the
questionnaire. If the teacher refuses to
answer the questions or flunks the student,
I'll list her in my column as a fink teacher,
which, as every student knows, is the worst
kind. I know these are harsh measures.
After all, the teachers started 1t, and they
have no one to blame but themselves.

LOG EXPORTS AND THE GORED OX

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
the vigorous growth in export sales of
uncut logs from the Pacific Northwest to
Japan has brought a welcome expansion
of jobs and profits for the loggers, truck-
ers, stevedores, longshoremen, steamship
companies, exporters, and ports of the
Morthwest. Recently an editorial ap-
peared in the Oregon Statesman which
effectively answered those who see noth-
ing but economic disaster in such trade.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial entitled “ ‘Save
Our Logs’ at Olympia,” published in the
Oregon Statesman, Salem, Oreg., of Jan-
uary 22, 1965, be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

SAvE OUR LoGS AT OLYMPIA

The Save Our Logs organization is moving
in on the Washington legislature today to
seek legislation to ban sale of logs from
State-owned lands for export. Oregon
enacted such a law some sesslonssago but
modified it some in 1963, The Eugene Reg-
ister-Guard, taking note of the meeting in
Olympla today, says the advocates of restric-
tion will have to overcome the report of the
Batelle Research organization which stated,
on the basis of its study, that Washington's
economy benefits from thls export rather
than holding the logs for local processing.
The Register-Guard declares: “That’s a pre-
posterous conclusion, and it must not be
allowed to stand.”

What's preposterous about it? And on
what evidence does the Register-Guard base
its claim? This export business has been
giving extensive employment to loggers,
truckers, longshoremen, shippers, which off-
sets to a considerable degree the loss to mill-
hands and others if the logs were locally
milled, There is definite profit to the tim-
berland owner. He gets a good price, (There
is a natural tendency of small mill operators
to hold down the cost of the logs they buy.)
The Japanese take a great deal of low-grade
stuff, a lot of hemlock and small logs. This
cleans up the forest better. Finally, if the
competition did reduce somewhat the output
of local mills it might improve the prices
for finished products of all the others. Mill-
men are always complaining about too much
production, Some mills might suffer, while
the majority galned.

Frankly we can't say whether the log ex-
port results in plus or minus dollars to the
economy of the Northwest. We do know
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that we need to export, that Japan Is a good
customer for American goods, whose good-
will we want to cultivate. Fundamentally
we are opposed to trade barriers and quotas
and restrictions. The Statesman opposed
the Oregon measure when it was pending
and hopes that Washington will hold the
ground for freedom of trade in logs.

AUTHORIZATION OF VETERANS' AD-
MINISTRATION TO EXTEND AID
ON ACCOUNT OF DEFECTS IN
PROPERTIES PURCHASED WITH
FINANCING ASSISTANCE UNDER
CHAPTER 37, TITLE 38, UNITED
STATES CODE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 3, S. 507.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be stated by title.

The LecisLaTive CLERK. A bill (8. 507)
to authorize the Veterans’ Administra-
tion to extend aid on account of defects
in properties purchased with financing
assistance under chapter 37, title 38,
United States Code.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sena-
tor from Montana.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
have some brief remarks to make con-
cerning the measure which is now pend-
ing before the Senate.

The pending measure, that is, S. 507,
would allow the Veterans’ Administra-
tion to extend aid to distressed home-
owners who, after relying upon VA or
FHA standard construction inspections,
find structural defects in their homes
which were purchased with GI mortgage
loans. The bill also would provide that
the relief to such homeowners would ex-
tend for a 4-year period after occupancy
of the home.

Under existing procedure, when a vet-
eran finds, within 1 year after occupying
his new home, structural or other major
defects, he can request the builder to cor-
rect these deficiencies. If the builder re-
fuses, the veteran can then turn to the
VA and that agency will cooperate in at-
tempting to have the builder do the
necessary work. If the builder continues
to refuse, the VA can then cease doing
business with the builder.

This procedure has worked very well.
In the majority of cases where veterans
have found structural deficiencies in their
new homes, builders have cooperated to
the maximum extent with the veteran
and the VA. However, it is that very
small percentage of builders who refuse
to cooperate that this bill is aimed to-
ward; that is, those who make absolutely
no attempt to correct the deficiencies.

Of course, in these circumstances, the
builder will lose his privilege of dealing
with the VA, but it is the veteran home-
owner who will ultimately suffer. My bill
will do justice to those particular home-
owners.

The 1964 Housing Act gave the Fed-
eral Housing Commissioner the same au-
thority that S. 507 seeks to give to the
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Administrator of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration. I believe it is only equitable that
those who have VA-guaranteed mort-
gages should have the same protection as
those who have FHA-insured mortgages.

Mr. President, in view of the coopera-
tion that veteran homeowners have re-
ceived from their builders in the past, I
do not anticipate that the Administrator
will be called upon to use the authority
which this bill would grant to him to
any great extent. In fact, I am informed
that the FHA Commissioner has not, thus
far, been called upon to use the authority
which was granted to him by the Housing
Act of 1964. I might add, however, that
the pending bill as well as the Housing
Act of 1964 provides the veteran home-
owner or his civilian counterpart, as the
case may be, an avenue of relief when all
other reasonable avenues are closed to
him.

This bill was reported favorably to
the Senate in the previous Congress and
was passed by the Senate. However, it
did not pass the House in the closing
days of the session.

So far as cost is concerned, it is doubt-
ful that there will be any material cost
involved, because we believe that giving
the Veterans’ Administration the right
to use this authority will tighten up the
situation to such an extent that no ap-
preciable costs will be entailed.

The Commissioner of VA has not yet
had to spend any money under the 1964
act.

The pending bill, S. 507, was reported
by the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency without objection, and I urge fa-
vorable consideration of it by the Senate.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I would like to lend my support to the
bill, S. 507, which would authorize the
Veterans’ Administration to extend aid
on account of defects in VA-financed
properties. Last year this same pro-
vision was made available for home loans
made under the FHA program, but the
bill extending the same privilege to vet-
erans, S. 2470, was not considered in the
House, after its passage by the Senate.

One of the most successful laws in our
history has been the loan program under
both the World War II and the Korean
GI bills, By virtue of these programs,
one out of every five homes in our Na-
tion has been built, and the Government
has made a profit from the interest paid
on these VA-guaranteed loans. This bill
would be valuable in maintaining the
solidity of this program, as it would al-
low the Veterans’ Administration to cor-
rect structural defects in the veteran's
home without first having to take over
title to the home, as it is now required to
do. It is a sound policy to extend this
program to our veterans, just as it was
extended to civilians under the FHA pro-
gram last year.

In connection with the success of
previous loan programs under the
previous GI bills, I would also like to
mention that S. 9, the cold war GI bill,
will extend this same privilege to the
veterans of the cold war. The signifi-
cance of a loan program for our return-
ing veterans cannot be overestimated in
its value to the veteran himself, nor can
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we overlook the boost which it provides
for the economy as a whole. When 20
percent of the homes in this country can
be attributed to this single program, it is
undeniable that a future loan program
for the cold war veteran will be of con-
siderable significance in the future of
our country.

Although the educational benefits of
the cold war GI bill are inestimable,
when we combine them with the value
produced by the loans to these veterans,
this bill becomes a necessity for the eco-
nomic welfare of our Nation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill (S.
507) is open to amendment. If there be
no amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill. :

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, and was read the
third time,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill hav-
ing been read the third time, the ques-
tion is, Shall it pass?

The bill (S. 507) was passed, as fol-
lows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“§ 1826. Expenditures to correct or compen-
sate for substantial defects In
mortgaged homes

“(a) The Administrator is authorized,
with respect to any property improved by a
one- to four-family dwelling inspected dur-
ing construction by the Veterans' Adminis-
tration or the Federal Housing Administra-
tion which he finds to have structural de-
fects, to make expenditures for (1) correcting
such defects, (2) paying the claims of the
owner of the property arising from such de-
fects, or (3) acquiring title to the property:
Provided, That such authority of the Admin-
istrator shall exist only (A) if the owner has
requested assistance under this section not
later than four years (or such shorter time
as the Administrator may prescribe) after
the mortgage loan was made, guaranteed, or
insured, and (B) if the property is encum-
bered by a mortgage which is made, guar-
anteed, or insured under this chapter after
the date of enactment of this Act.

“(b) The Administrator shall by regula-
tion prescribe the terms and conditions un-
der which expenditures and payments may
be made under the provisions of this sec-
tion, and his decisions regarding such ex-
penditures or payments, and the conditions
under which the same are approved or dis-
approved, shall be final and conclusive, and
shall not be subject to judicial review.

“(c) The Administrator is authorized to
make expenditures for the purposes of this
section from the funds established pursuant
to sections 1823 and 1824 of this title, as ap-
plicable.”

(b) The analysis of chapter 37 of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“1826. Expenditures to correct or compen-
sate for substantial defects in
mortgaged homes.”

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which both bills
were passed be reconsidered.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr, President, I
move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

1369

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1965

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I had
hoped to obtain the opportunity to ap-
pear before the committee before consid-
eration of the Appalachia bill. The
hearings have been completed, as I un-
derstand it. The bill is likely to be re-
ported today.

The bill, when adopted, will become a
precedent for similar programs being
asked for by other regions of the country.
It is my opinion, therefore, that before
final action is taken on this bill, it should
be viewed not only from a short, but also
from a long-range standpoint. If there
are weaknesses in the bill, they should
be removed now. Those weaknesses
should not be a foundation and precedent
for inclusion in similar bills which will
be presented to deal with other areas of
the Nation.

It is my understanding that there is
already pending a request for an Ozark
Mountain bill, and a Mesabi Range bill,

I also understand that the Senator
from Wisconsin is sponsoring a bill which
would establish a base for expansion in
seven regions.

The particular subjects which I have
in mind deal with the chapter which
would allow the Government to give up
to $500 each to farmers in Appalachia,
to be used in improving pastureland.
The $500 will not be a loan; it will be
a gift. Presumably, the gift will be used
to improve pastureland. A farmer in
Appalachia will be allowed to use that
money as reimbursement for his expendi-
tures in obtaining fertilizer, tile, irriga-
tion systems, and fences, to increase the
population of cattle in the country.

What bothers me is the paradox. In
one instance we are spending money to
get farmers out of production. In the
next instance, we are saying to a farmer,
“We will give you $500 to improve your
pastureland.” One of the two programs
is wrong. They cannot both be right.

It has been recommended that in order
to bring farm production into some fair
relationship with consumption, 1 million
farmers ought to leave the land. I make
no comment on whether that recommen-
dation is sound.

However, if we wish to have 1 mil-
lion farmers leave their land, on what
theory of rationalization can we say to
the taxpayer, “Let us give to each farm-
er in Appalachia $500 to increase cattle
population”? It requires extraordinary
gymnastics of the mind to be able to
rationalize those two obviously incon-
sistent positions.

Many experts have an amazing gym-
nastic ability in trying to develop logical
conclusions based upon premises which
are completely inconsistent. Let us say
that in the Appalachia region the pro-
gram that I have stated would not mean
much. What will be the situation when
the program is applied to seven other
regions in the country, in addition to
the weakness I have pointed out?

There is now on the statute books a
program which provides aid in rehabili-
tating the land of a farmer without cost.
In the last 6 or 7 years amendments
have been offered to farm bills designed
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to reduce the amount of money which
would be provided for the supplying of
fertilizer, drainage pipes, irrigation sys-
tems, and fences. We now have a pro-
posal to build a new program upon an
old program the propriety of which has
been vigorously challenged.

Mr. President, I should like to refer
to another paradox on which I can speak
with considerable authority. As a result
of strip coal mining operations on land
in my own State, many areas of our State
have been devastated and sterilized.
They are areas that once consisted of
beautiful, tree-covered, grass-covered,
and shrub-covered rolling lands. In
those areas there is now nothing but un-
inhabitable sterile ground filled with
noxious liquids because of the exposure
of some of the coal that has not been
removed.

In Ohio I have tried to obtain the
passage of adequate laws which would
prevent the butchering of the land. I
am sure that practically every Senator—
and the Vice President—who lives in the
northern region of our country, as he
flies from Washington homeward, when
looking down from an airplane, has wit-
nessed that abominable evil and unpar-
donable treatment of the land.

The bill proposes that payments be
made to owners of that butchered land
to enable them to create recreational
grounds, and provide land which will
subsequently be made available for pub-
lic use.

Last year I introduced a bill which
would provide a study of the evil of strip
mining for coal. After I introduced the
bill the proponents of the Appalachia
program wrote into the Appalachia bill
a proposal for a study. To that proposal
I have no objection. I have no pride in
authorship. Into the Appalachia bill is
now written a provision that a study be
made of the evil of strip mining and
ways and means by which such devasta-
tion might be remedied. According to
my recollection the proposed study would
be completed by July 1, 1967.

Wise men supporting the Appalachia
program have now proposed the spend-
ing of money for the rehabilitation of
private lands before that study has been
completed.

I wish respectfully to say that to pro-
pose on the one hand a study which will
produce recommendations to remove an
evil, and, before that study is completed,
to begin spending money for the reha-
bilitation of private land, requires a very
versatile and flexible mind.

Perhaps when that study is completed,
a recommendation will be made that no
Federal moneys be sent into the various
States to rehabilitate strip mined land
unless such States adopt laws which are
adequately stringent to require the strip
miner to replace the land in a condition
which would be reasonably related to the
topography of the land before the strip
mining began.

In my judgment, these two aspects of
the Appalachia bill should be given seri-
ous consideration. Therefore, before the
bill comes up for consideration and a
vote, the aspects which I have discussed
should be studied and considered by
Senators so as to insure that the long-
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range program will not be burdened with
something that I believe is completely
unjustified.

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
st:nd in recess subject to the call of the
Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

(At 12 o’clock and 39 minutes p.m.
the Senate took a recess subject to the
call of the Chair.)

(At 1 o’clock and 25 minutes p.m. the
Senate reconvened, when called to order
by the Presiding Officer (Mr. HARRIS in
the chair).)

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 5, Senate bill 4, and that it be laid
down and made the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecrstaTive CLERK. A bill (8. 4)
to amend the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there will be no debate or discussion on
the bill this afternoon.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. to-
ImMOoITow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE 47TH ANNIVERSARY OF PROC-
LAMATION OF UERAINIAN NA-
TIONAL REPUBLIC

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I join
my colleagues in recognizing this month
the 47th anniversary of the proclamation
of the Ukrainian National Republic and
the 46th anniversary of the Act of Union
in Kiev which united the Western
Ukraine and the Ukrainian National
Republic into a single, sovereign and in-
dependent republie.

Although short lived as a free nation,
the Ukrainian National Republic still
lives in the hearts of its people who never
have abandoned their fierce desire to be
rid of Soviet subjugation.

We owe it to these gallant people, Mr.
President, to renew our pledge in this
anniversary month to keep the hand of
friendship and allegiance outstretched,
in the fervent hope that one day they
may throw off the yoke of tyranny and
join the ranks of freemen in every sense
of the word.
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During this anniversary period,
Ukrainians throughout the world mark
the occasion with appropriate observ-
ances, and it is fitting that we at this
time again reassure them of our support
in their resistance to Communist oppres-
sion.

Nowhere on the face of the earth is
today’s struggle for freedom and inde-
pendence more clearly defined than in
this region, and those Ukrainians now in
the United States and elsewhere look to
us for support and guidance. We can-
not—we must not—fail them. As free-
men ourselves, we can do no less,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr, President, for
the information of the Senate, it is an-
ticipated that not only will the pending
business, the Water Pollution Control
Act, 8. 4, be considered tomorrow, but it
is also hoped that S. 3, the Appalachia
bill, will be considered as well; also S. 408,
the flood control and earthquake insur-
ance bill.

OMAHA SALUTES GENERAL LEMAY,
“THE LIVING LEGEND”

Mr., HRUSKA. Mr. President, last
Monday evening more than 300 Omahans
and their guests paid tribute to Gen.
Curtis E. LeMay, who is retiring at the
end of this month as Air Force Chief of
Staff.

It was Omaha’s and Nebraska’s salute
to the man they knew as a neighbor while
he was headquartered at Offutt Air Force
Base and building the Strategic Air Com-
mand into the most powerful military
instrument the world has ever known.

Guests who came to join in this last
appearance of General LeMay in uni-
form included Capt. Eddie Rickenbacker
and Lt. Gen. Jimmy Doolittle; Gen.
Carl Spaatz, Lt. Gen. Ira Eaker, and Gen.
John D. Ryan, the present SAC com-
mander in chief.

Representatives of the aircraft and
space industry joined these eminent mili-
tary commanders and the community’s
civie leaders.

It was my privilege to participate in
this testimonal to Curtis LeMay, a dedi-
cated American patriot. The salute
was arranged by a committee chaired by
Arthur C. Storz, Sr., A. F. Jacobson,
James B. Moore, Peter Kiewit, V. J. Skutt,
and Leo A. Daly, all men who had worked
closely with General LeMay while he was
commander in chief of SAC.

Mr. Storz, a longtime personal friend
of General LeMay, a lifelong aviation
enthusiast and winner of the Air Force
Association’s Man of the Year Award,
introduced the general with the words:

Just as we look back a century and today
recall such men as Grant and Lee and Jack-
son and Sheridan, future Americans will, a

hundred years from now, remember a roster
of great names that will include LeMay.

Mr, Storz continued:

General LeMay helped save a million lives
by leading the force that gave us a decisive
victory in the Pacific in World War II, and
he may have helped save hundreds of mil-
lions of lives since then. What would the
cost have been If the nuclear deterrent he
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conceived and built had not been in existence
in the decades of postwar crises and tension?
Certainly another man could have built a
strategic air command to deter aggression.
But I seriously doubt if it would be SAC,
That unique command bears and will always
bear the stamp of Curt LeMay’s leadership
and personality. He is a living legend to the
men of SAC and his early struggle to bulld
the command is a source of SAC’s greatest
tradition. At one time while he was leading
a fiight of our heavy bombers over Germany
in World War II and his outfit came back
with heavy losses an Air Force doctor told
him he had to slow down or he would have
ulcers. His reply was, “Hell, I don't get
ulcers; I give them.” Many of his outfit
took great pride in repeating this story. He
personified the characteristics of our bomber
commanders and crews and not one of our
bomber missions was ever turned back be-
cause of enemy action.

While demanding the high standards of
readiness and performance, he was always
aware of the human toll exacted by the men-
tal and emotional stresses of life in SAC.
General LeMay secured greatly improved liv-
ing conditions on SAC bases, both for married
and unmarried personnel. He built the first
modern airman’s barracks where 2 men
were assigned to a room instead of 40.

As a neighbor to us In Omaha, he was al-
ways ready to help and support our com-
munity in every way possible. He gave much
of his own time and energy to make our city
the dynamie, growing metropolls it is and
he instilled this same spirit in SAC personnel.
He fully understood the great responsibility
inherent in being Omaha’s best friend * * *
and perhaps also our biggest problem. No
task was too small for his attention or too
big for his ability.

On the program for this memorable
testimonial, there appeared a tribute to
General LeMay’s role as a leading figure
in the keeping of the peace in the second
half of the 20th century.

Coincident with the dinner, there ap-
peared in the Omaha World-Herald’s
Magazine of the Midlands an absorbing
profile of General LeMay written by John
Jarrell, chief of the World-Herald's
Washington bureau. It is called, “Curtis
LeMay, a Legend in His Lifetime.”

Because it captures the spirit of the
remarkable career of this remarkable
military leader, I ask unanimous consent
to have the article, along with an edi-
torial, printed in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

CurTis LEMAY, A LEGEND IN His LIFETIME
(By John Jarrell, chief, World-Herald,
Washington bureau)

WasHINGTON.—A legend goes Into retire-
ment February 1. Not many men become
legendary figures while they're still around,
b:ttCuxtis Emerson LeMay did just about
that.

He will retire after a 35-year military career
that saw him develop into probably the
world’s greatest air soldier. And it is not
unlikely that in various unfriendly chancel-
lories around this troubled globe audible
sighs of rellef will be heard.

He leaves the service with his imprint on
bombing procedures and air tactics generally,
and assuredly on the Strategic Air Command,
the most powerful military force ever assem-
bled which, from his headquarters at Offutt
Alr Force Base, he commanded for almost
a decade.

He has left his imprint on world
itself—in Europe in World War II by imposi-
tlon of procedures he worked out, in the
Pacific through the development of low-
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level nighttime bombing tactics that sped the
outecome of the war, and in those bitter post-
war months when he organized the Berlin
Alrlift that thwarted Russla’s scheme to
block off the Allied sector of that isolated
Germany city.

General LeMay, who will be honored at a
formal dinner Monday night at Omaha’s
Indian Hills Inn, retires after 814 years as
Alr Force Chlef of Staff that climaxed a long,
colorful, honors-filled but sometimes stormy
career.

Many adjectives—tough, tenacious, taci-
turn are only a few—have been applied to
the heavy-set, beetle-browed general with the
more or less chronie scowl who disliked small
talk, expressed his honest convictions bluntly
to his bosses and to congressional powers,
and never ceased battling for what he be-
113;;& to be the country’s and the Air Force's
g i

The grim visage of General LeMay, clgar
or pipe gripped in his teeth, has for many
anxious years reflected American determina-
tion to remain all powerful in the air.

The Strategle Air Command is to a great
extent his handiwork, built to awesome
power in his 9 years of leadership before he
turned over the reins to Gen. Thomas S,
Power, himself only recently retired.

General LeMay went to Omaha in 1948,
immediately issued orders for SAC to prepare
itself—right away—for global operations, “to
gt:.'ie able to counterattack anywhere at any

m .ll

He started gathering what he needed—
men, bases, equipment, If that meant rob-
bing another commander, even one outrank-
ing him, General LeMay was ready to do it,
and did. He was fortunate in that the late
Gen. Hoyt Vanderberg, then Alr Force Chief
of Staff, usually backed him up.

Along the way he picked up the widest
assortment of nicknames a soldier ever had—

none expressed to his face. “Pappy.” "“Old
Ironpants.” “The Cigar.” “Old Stoneface.”
“The Diplomat,” because he’s not. “The

Grommet” because he, unlike almost every
World War II airman, left the grommet in his
cap when other fliers were removing thelrs
to give them that coveted rake-hell appear-

ance.

Along the line, too, he picked up just about
all the accolades a man can accumulate.

To the Baltimore Sun's famed military
writer, Mark Watson, General LeMay was
“the most distinguished of American combat
filers of World War IL.”

“He’s as tough as his job,” said Parade
magazine.

“Relentlessly efficient,” is the way Life de-
scribed him.

Said Senator SrtuarT SymIncTON, Democrat
of Missouri, former Secretary of the Air Force
under whose administration SAC was located
in Omaha, in a 1961 speech in the Senate:

“As head of the Strategic Alr Command,
more than any other man he is the one any
possible aggressor has considered with appre-
hension during the last decade of the cold
war”

The stories about him are legion. It is
impossible to distingulsh fact from apoe-
rypha.

There is the one about the crew of an air-
craft worried when the general approached
it, cigar lit. A gunner suggested in a low
voice that, with gasoline fumes around, the
plane might explode.

“It wouldn't dare!” replied a sergeant,
looking at the stony face of the general.

Once he found a sentry who had put down
his carbine to eat a sandwich. After dress-
ing down the soldier in never-to-be-forgotten
LeMay fashion, the general returned to his
office and wrote a memorandum to his com-
mand which said:

“This afternoon I found a man guarding a
hangar with a ham sandwich. There will be
no more of that.”

And there was no more of that.
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Once a group of colonels invited him to
dine with them. He declined. “A man
should have dinner with his friends,” he sald,
“and the commanding general has no
friends.”

In England, he told his men he didn't want
them fighting with the British. “But if you
do,” he declared, “you'd better not get
whipped.”

Those are the storles that filers tell about
General LeMay in their long bull sessions.
No one knows for sure which are true, which
have been embellished and which have
sprung to life only out of his own personality
traits.

But there is no fiction involved in what
he has done. As an engineering student at
Ohio State University he put in for flight
training and was accepted as a flying cadet,
winning his lieutenant’s commission in Oc-
tober 1929.

A pocket biography of some of his better
known feats and command activities would
show these highlights:

He participated in the first mass flight of
B-17 flying fortresses to South America in
1938.

Before U.S. entry into World War II, he
pioneered air routes over the South Atlantic
to Afriea, and over the North Atlantic to
England, routes that were to be used exten-
sively in the war years that followed.

He organized, trained, and led into com-
bat in Europe in 1942 the 305th Bombard-
ment Group, developing formation proce-
dures and bombing technigques used by B-17
units throughout the European theater of
operations,

Commanding the 8d Bombardment Divi-
sion in England, he led the famed raid on
German aircraft installations at Regens-
burg, a shuttle mission originating in Eng-
land and terminating, after blasting the tar-
get, in Africa.

He directed the B-29 heavy bombardment
activities of the 20th Bomber Command in
the China-Burma-India theater, then the
21st Bomber Command with headquarters on
Guam, still later was Chief of Staff of the
strategic alr forces in the Pacific.

He developed the low-level, night-fiying
fire-bomb technique credited with leveling
Japanese targets—Tokyo first—and shorten-
ing the course of the war in the Pacific.

He organized operations of the Berlin air-
1ift in the 194849 Russian blockade.

In 1948 he assumed command of SAC,
established Its headquarters at Offutt and
built it from its remnants-created post-
‘World War II posture into the greatest strik-
ing force in world history.

General LeMay left Omaha in July 1957
to become Vice Chief of Staff of the Air
Force, and in 1961 he was named by Presi-
dent Kennedy to be Chief of Staff, a post
many thought he never would achieve be=
cause tact and soft-shoe diplomacy are not
two of his outstanding traits.

His credentials as an air tacticlan are of
the highest order,

In 1942, in England, he was concerned that
bombing accuracy was not what it should be,
and he decided there was too much use of
evasive tactics to avold antiaircraft fire.

So he led the next raid, over St. Nazaire,
and held a straight course for 7 minutes to
the target, through murderous ack-ack—but
with telling effect on the installations he had
set out to destroy.

He also led that attack on Regensburg, at a
cost of 31 U.S. bombers—but destroyed the
German capacity to construct countless
Messerschmitts. It was after that raid that,
in his dally letter to his wife, he told her:

“We had a rough trip today. It could have
been the weather and it could have been
me.ll

General LeMay, transferred to the Aslan
theater, made the decision that the most
effective way to blast Japanese cities was by
night—and at only 6,000 feet. He dispatched
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339 B-29's from Pacific bases, and they lald
Tokyo low with small losses,

That set a pattern for systematic destrue-
tion of other targets, bringing widespread
agreement that it was this bomb-inflicted
havoc that paved the way for speedy Jap-
anese surrender when Hiroshima and Naga-
saki were atom bombed.

General LeMay is a “big bomber man,”
though his early Air Force days were in
fighters. Plenty of people believe that his
last tour of duty, that now ending, was ex-
tended by Presidential order for only 7
months because of his concern over lack of
specific plans for new bombers, and his
bluntness in saying so, ran athwart prevail-
ing policy that stresses ever greater reliance
on the missile concept of defense.

Yet 1t Is readily conceded, that, though he
has strong views contrary to those of Secre-
tary of Defense McNamara, he has “played
according to the rules.” He has battled for
his beliefs in high Pentagon councils—but
outside the Pentagon he has kept silent.
Only when questioned while before congres-
slonal committees has he, in reply to spe-
cific querles, voiced those opinions he holds
8o strongly.

No new bombers have been bullt since 1962,
plans for a follow-on manned aircraft are
somewhat vague, and his worry over too
heavy a reliance on unmanned missiles is a
matter of record In his testimony on Capitol
Hill, where he has saild the right answer to
the defense problem is “a mix of weapons
systems,” not dependence on one.

Shortly before his retirement, a World-
Herald reporter, talking to the general in his
big Pentagon office, asked if he thought there
would be a new manned bomber available in
the early 1970's, to replace the B-52.

True to his belief that he should not ex-
press his view outside the Pentagon and con-
gressional committees, he declined to an-
swer. But a study of his testimony to Con-
gress is plain enough. Last February, he told
the House Appropriations Committee: “The
manned system alone has the inherent flexi-
bility and specialized characteristics required
for certaln military tasks.”

And he told that committee: “In looking
into the future, I am extremely concerned
over the lack of a follow-on manned strategic
system to replace our aging bomber fleet.”

He sees the need for both missiles and
manned planes for a good many years to
come. Complementing what he calls the
versatile manned aircraft, he feels missiles
increase the ability to strike at targets deep
in enemy territory.

But General LeMay strongly believes there
are many options a commander has with a
manned system he does not have with a mis-
sile system.

He has made it plain he wants the missile,
too—in fact, he told Congress, he actually
has recommended more missiles than the
Eecretary of Defense ‘has been willing to

uy.”

But even if by, say, 1974, the perfect
missile has been developed—one that never
has a mechanical failure, one that destroys
a target every time a button is pushed—
that would not be enough, in General Le-
May's view.

“I still say,” he declared, “that you are in
a musclebound position. You are endanger-
ing the defense of the country by depend-
ing on this weapon system alone because you
have mno flexibility. You only have two
cholces. You are elther off the button
and are at peace or you are on the button
and you are at war."”

In that vein, he continued:

“The war i5 on, there are certain tasks
that can be done with manned systems much
better than you can do them with the un-
manned systems.

“For instance, there is no loyalty to a mis-
sile, It goes where you say it should go
when you launch it. You cannot change
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your mind and bring it back. You cannot
hit imprecisely defined targets with a mis-
sile, You have to send a missile to a cer-
taln longitude and a certaln latitude.
Manned systems can use judgment, can find
targets you know are in the area but you do
not know exactly where until you go and
look."

In his talk with the World-Herald, he
was asked what he visualized the future of
SAC to be over the next 10 years. That was
a question he was glad to answer,

“I think every one agrees,” General Le-
May asserted, “that for the last 10 years it
has been the backbone of deterrent power.

“I think it will continue to remain so over
the next 10 years.”

The general’s opinions have always had a
respectful audience on Capitol Hill, with
many powerful Members of both the House
and the Senate, Democrats and Republicans
alike, in wholehearted agreement with his
views.

He is only 58 now, and it seems reasonable
to suppose that his opinions still will be
sought by congressional committees and
others, in the years ahead.

He's going to be missed by the men un-
der his command, for with all his toughness
he's been a battler on behalf of comfort-
able housing and good living conditions for
Alr Force personnel. He's taken the fight
for better pay to Congress on many occa-
slons, too, in an effort to improve the re-
enlistment rate—which he did.

The general likes to relax—but not on the
cocktail-party circuit. He has no gift of
small talk, and chatty hostesses are his
despair,

He loves to hunt and fish. He's known to
be a tough customer in a poker game. He
built his own stereo. He loves to tinker with
sports cars, and he builds them, too. He's
flown every sort of plane, and he'd rather
be the pilot than a passenger.

He's a bad man to tangle with physlically.
He's a black-belt judo artist.

At retirement time, General LeMay looks
back on his almost 9 years in Omaha with
pleasure, perhaps a hint of nostalgia.

“I spent more time in Omaha than any-
place else in my military career,” he sald.

“I lived there almost longer than I lived
anywhere in my life, because even as a boy
in Ohio we moved about quite a bit. I guess
I spent about the same length of time in
Columbus. Omaha is almost home to me.
Our only child, Jane, lived there from the
time she was 9 until she was 18, She’s still
a Nebraskan, married (to Dr. James L. Lodge)
and in Lincoln.”

He remembers many happy hunting trips
in Nebraska and the surrounding States.

The future?

He sald he hadn’'t decided, and that he
won't until sometime after he begins his
retirement.

A dozen nations have awarded their high-
est decorations to General LeMay. It is sig-
nificant that he returned to the United
States a few weeks before retirement from
a trip to the Far East—and Japan, agalnst
which he directed a pulverizing air offen-
sive, presented him with the First Order of
a Grand Cordon Rising Sun Medal.

In the war he'd fought the Japanese with
all he had. Then after the war he helped
the conquered nation establish a modern air
force. It was that for which he was deco-
rated by his onetime enemy.

His admirers agree that any country
which had the advantage of General LeMay's
advice in creating an air arm had about the
best help possible.

HisTORIANS WILL REMEMBER GENERAL LEMAY,
PEACEMAKER

In some future time when historians write
the chapter on world peace in the second half
of the 20th century they will list the men
whose untiring efforts were most responsible.
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Near the top of that list will be the name
Curtis E. LeMay.

Very few will dispute the role of this great
general in preventing the catastrophe of
nuclear war in our time. It may seem a
paradox that a professional military msan
should be remembered as a peacemaker.
But this is the case. If proof is needed, con-
sider the act of a grateful government of a
former wartime enemy nation in recently pre-
senting its highest award to General LeMay,
a commander whose forces helped defeat this
same enemy.

It was, however, the deterrent to nuclear
war bullt by General LeMay after World War
II that kept the Communists at bay and
maintained the world stability needed for
the recovery of all nations. General LeMay’s
belief in the peace-keeping power of strategic
nuclear forces carried him through con-
troversy and criticism during the first days
of his greatest achievement, the development
of the Strategic Air Command. Today, SAC
is & monument to General LeMay's vision and
determination to keep the world at peace.
General LeMay spent almost 9 years here in
Omaha and we saw him build SAC from a
small military post to the most powerful and
alert command in all history. We, the citi-
zens of Omaha, are proud of the things we
were able to do to help him whenever we
were called upon to make his task a little
easler.

But it was General LeMay’s genius as a
leader and commander that inspired the men
of SAC to accept personal sacrifice and join
him in building this tremendous command,
These same men of SAC know, too, that Gen-
eral LeMay is also a warmblooded, com-
passionate man who hates war as bitterly
as any man on earth. He had a great love
for his men and constantly worried about
them and their welfare.

By the time the President moved him up to
take command of all our air forces, General
LeMay's hard discipline and brilliant ef-
ficiency had already become an Ailr Force
legend. The management and operational
concepts that were so advanced when he in-
troduced them in SAC soon became the high
standards of all Air Force commands,

As the respected spokesman for airmen
and aerospace power he told the Congress
time and again of the need to keep our de-
terrent strong—of the need to adequately
compensate the dedicated men who made the
deterrent work. The shape of the United
States Air Force today, its dedication, its
morale, its overwhelming military capability,
and its devotion to peace. are largely the work
of General LeMay.

Every freeman on earth is deeply in debt
to Gen. Curtis E. LeMay. Every citizen in
our country can thank God for him. We
his close friends here in Omaha, look for-
ward to hearing his volce ring in the land as
he lays aside the uniform to speak as a citi-
zen, We know he will be riding in the lead
plane as long as he draws the breath of life.

FEDERAL FLOOD AND EARTHQUAKE
INSURANCE PROGRAM: A PRESS-
ING NEED

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, only
9 months after the catastrophic Alaska
earthquake of last March 27, we have
what may very well turn out to be an
even more disastrous situation along the
west coast. A few weeks ago, floods
brought misery to thousands of people in
California, Oregon, Washington, and
Idaho.

With this latest crisis, it should be
clear that the people of this country will
continue to experience large-scale nat-
ural disasters until the bright day when
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man learns to control the elements.
Here along the east coast, hurricanes
menace us from late summer until late
fall. They appear to strike the people of
the gulf coast with an even greater fre-
quency. Floods are experienced through-
out the central plains, in the western
mountains, and along the Pacific coast.
Finally, geologists tell us that it is not
unlikely that in the foreseeable future,
major earthquakes will strike the popu-
lous cities of the west coast. The pro-
hibitively high coast of commercial
earthquake insurance in the faulted
areas around the Pacific Basin supports
this prediction.

EXISTING FEDERAL DISASTER PROGRAM

The Federal Government has long
recognized a responsibility to assist dis-
aster-stricken communities. Between
1803 and 1950, Congress passed over 100
separate acts granting disaster relief of
one sort or another to States, local gov-
ernments, territories, and possessions.

In an attempt to provide a more flex-
ible solution to national disasters, Pub-
lic Law 81-875, the Federal Disaster
Act, was passed by the Congress in 1950.
That act provides that, upon request by
the Governor of any State, there shall be
a Presidential determination that a
“major disaster” has occurred. This
finding permits the President to order
any agency of the Federal Government
to lend, donate, lease, or sell equipment,
supplies, facilities, personnel, and other
resources to the State and local govern-
ments of the disaster-stricken area. In
addition, provision is made for assistance
in the restoration of public facilities, the
clearing of debris, and the provision of
emergency housing.

Public Law 81-875 also provides for the
immediate reconstruction or restoration
of all Federal facilities damaged or de-
stroyed in any major disaster. The cost
of the work can be paid from “any avail-
able funds not otherwise immediately
required.” Provision is also made for
the President to devote to disaster relief
any funds which he has available.
Broad authority is granted all Federal
agencies to acquire, rent, or contract for
equipment, services, supplies, travel, com-
munication, and administrative assist-
ance required in the emergency, without
regard to the civil service laws.

All these activities are administered by
the President, through the extraordinary
efficiency of the Office of Emergency
Planning, and are supplemented by the
work of a multitude of Federal agencies.
Of special note is the most helpful disas-
ter-loan program of the Small Business
Administration. The full range of Fed-
eral services available to a community in
a natural disaster is outlined in a publi-
cation entitled “Federal Disaster Relief
Manual,” produced under the supervision
of the Subcommittee on Reorganization
and International Organizations, of the
Senate Committee on Government
Operations.

In at least one instance, the cata-
strophic Alaska earthquake, the Presi-
dent has established a special commis-
sion to coordinate plans for Federal
disaster-recovery programs, and to rec-
ommend short-range and long-range
programs and projects to be carried out
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by Federal, State, or local agencies, in-
cluding recommendations for such addi-
tional Federal or State legislation as the
Commission might deem necessary and
appropriate to meet reconstruction and
development needs.

The efficiency and comprehensiveness
of Federal disaster relief which existing
legislation and administrative practice
are capable of providing can easily be re-
viewed in the report “Response to Dis-
aster,” produced last September by the
Federal Reconstruction and Develop-
ment Planning Commission for Alaska,
chaired by the senior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON].

SOME SPECIFIC REMEDIAL LEGISLATION ALWAYS
WILL BE NEEDED

Of course, in almost any disaster there
will be special needs for the particular
stricken area which will have to be pro-
vided by some specific legislation. In
the case of the Alaska earthquake, Con-
gress passed a series of amendments to
the original Alaska Omnibus Act.

These amendments, Public Law 88—
451, approved less than 5 months after
the cataclysmic event, authorized the
Farmers Home Administration, the
Rural Electrification Administration,
and the Housing and Home Finance
Agency to make appropriate downward
adjustments in outstanding loan obliga-
tions when the circumstances indicated.
It also authorized a substantial amount
of money to the HHFA, for use in
urban-renewal projects. The Small
Business Administration was granted
authority to extend the maturity date
for home-repair loans from 20 to 30
years; the Army Corps of Engineers was
appropriated large amounts of money
for civil-works projects involving the
repair of Federal facilities; the Federal-
aid highways program was amended, to
provide for 100 percent Federal contri-
bution to repair and reconstruection work
made necessary because of the earth-
quake; and because of the possibility
that adverse conditions would affect
the marketing of Alaska State bonds,
provision was made for purchase by the
HHFA of $7.2 million worth of these
bonds at a favorable rate.

In reviewing proposed legislation in-
troduced in the present session by Sena-
tors and Representatives from our sister
States of California and Oregon, I notice
that they have adapted much of the lan-
guage of the Alaska Omnibus Act to
their own use, in solving the problems
created by the recent western floods and
road washouts.

TUNSOLVED PROBLEM: A FLOOD AND EARTH-
QUAKE INSURANCE PROGRAM

However, Mr. President, there is one
aspect of nearly every major disaster
for which no overall solution has, as
vet, been found by either private or pub-
lic agencies. That is the problem of the
individual private homeowner whose
home is totally destroyed by forces not
of his own making, In the usual case,
the homeowner is purchasing his home
under a substantial mortgage, or is the
owner in fee, with the equity in the
home being, in a large majority of cases,
the result of a lifetime of investing.

If the damage is caused by fire, wind-
storm, or tornado, it is, in most cases,
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covered by the commercial insurance
purchased by most homeowners. How-
ever, if the destruction is caused by flood,
hurricane-produced wave action, or
earthquake, commercial coverage at
reasonable rates is unavailable. Yet, the
destruction done each year by floods,
hurricane-wave action, and, occasional-
ly, earthquakes, is substantial. American
Red Cross statistics show that from the
Ohio Valley floods of last March through
the California, Oregon, Washington, and
Idaho floods of last month and this, 1,886
homes have been totally destroyed by
flood damage, 368 by hurricane, 494 by
the Alaska earthquake, and 55 by the
Alaska guake-induced Pacific coast tidal
wave,

What is to be done by a man who has
a $20,000 mortgage and $10,000 equity in
a home which has floated out to sea or
peen splintered by an earthquake? Even
if he buys another home and finances it
and the old $20,000 debt through a 3-per-
cent-interest Small Business Administra-
tion disaster loan, his monthly pay-
ments may very well be more than he can
afford. And what of his $10,000 equity,
which he may have spent 5 or 10 years in
apcumulatlng? And what of the senior
citizen whose life’s savings are repre-
sented by the home to which he has re-
tired, and in which, except for the va-
garies of nature, he would be living the
rest of his days?

No adequate answers to these questions
presently exist.

In a small percentage of cases—loans
held by the Veterans’ Administration,
the Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion, or the Farmers Home Administra-
tion—Ilegislation similar to that enacted
last August, and similar to that recently
introduced by the senior and junior Sen-
ators from Oregon [Mr. Morse and Mrs.
NEUBERGER], will permit the writing down
or cancellation of the outstanding in-
debtedness.

The Alaska legislation of last August,
provided for a 50-50 Federal-State
matching fund, out of which repayment
could be made of outstanding indebted-
ness owed non-Federal mortgage holders.
This legislation requires the mortgagor
to pay $1,000 upon the outstanding mort-
gage balance, in order to qualify for re-
lease of the balance due, and also sets a
maximum of $30,000 on the size of the
debt which can be repayed under this
program. However, the State's bond
counsel has raised serious doubts con-
cerning the constitutionality of the use
by the State of Alaska of public funds
for the relief of a few hundred specifi-
cally designated citizens. The State,
therefore, has been required to bring a
time-consuming and expensive test case
in order fto determine the question.
Whether the State of Alaska will be able
to avail itself of the 50-50 matching
program provided in the act of last
August still remains in doubt. If the
Alaska Supreme Court rules that par-
ticipation by the State is unconstitu-
tional, several hundred Alaskans will
have the alternatives of repaying stag-
gering sums of debt upon homes which
no longer exist, or of going into bank-
ruptey.
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Neither the Alaska Act nor the bill
introduced the other day by the senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], and
cosponsored by the junior Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], provides any
compensation for lost equity. Yet, a
homeowner’s equity often represents his
life’s savings, his hedge against inflation,
or his source of retirement income.

Mr. President, since 1956 there has
been on the statute books a Federal
Flood Insurance Act, 42 Stat. 2401-
2421. No funds have been provided as yet
to implement this legislation, because
the Housing and Home Finance Agency
has not had sufficient funds with which
to conduct a study to determine the size
of the appropriation that would be neces-
sary for the funding of the Federal flood
insurance program.

In the last two Congresses the junior
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-
r1ams] has introduced proposed legisla-
tion (S. 408) to authorize the Housing
and Home Finance Agency to make this
most necessary study. In the 88th Con-
gress, the identical bill, S. 2032, passed
the Senate, but did not get out of com-
mittee in the House of Representatives.
Last week the bill was once again intro-
duced by Senator WirLLiams, with Sena-
tors Bierg, CooPeEr, MonNTOYA, MORSE,
Moss, RANDOLPH, YARBOROUGH, and my-
self as cosponsors. In considering S. 408
yesterday, the Banking and Currency
Committee broadened its scope, so as to
include a study of all natural disasters.
This was done pursuant to the urging of
the junior Senator from the State of
Washington [Mr. Jackson] and myself.
The Senate will remember the compre-
hensive hearing, conducted last spring
by Senator Jackson, on the subject of a
national-disaster-insurance program.

We hope that when the bill gets to the
House of Representatives, considerable
support for it will be found among the
Representatives of the flood-stricken
‘West Coast States, as well as among the
many other Members of the House who
have previously expressed enthusiasm for
funding the 1956 flood-insurance pro-
gram.

ALTERNATIVES FOR HHFA TO STUDY

In any insurance program, care must,
of course, be taken to preserve for the
commercial insurance industry all areas
in which it can provide, at reasonable
rates, the required coverage. However,
when it cannot do this, Congress should
act—as it did in 1941, when it provided
for the war-risk insurance program. I
hope the Housing and Home Finance
Agency, under the authority of S. 408,
will study alternatives other than those
of strict insurance. The possibility of
funding a disaster-assistance program by
a nationwide stamp tax imposed on all
real estate transactions should be con-
sidered. Under section 4361 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954, a tax of 55
cents per $500 of value is imposed on all
real estate transactions in the United
States. I am informed by the IRS that
the sale of documentary stamps to satisfy
this tax obligation, together with the ob-
ligation imposed by the taxes on the is-
suance and transfer of securities and the
sale of foreign insurance, amounted in
1963 to $140,200,000, and in 1964 to $162,-
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600,000. As the same stamps are used for
satisfying all three tax obligations, it is
not possible to tell what percentage of
these sums relates solely to real estate
transactions. = However, surely the
amount is substantial.

Last spring, at the time of the hearings
on the proposed retroactive earthaquake
insurance bill (8. 2719), the executive
secretary of the Alaska Association of
Insurance Agents, Ross P. Duncan, sug-
gested, as a long-range solution of the
problem, encouragement of the insur-
ance industry to include earthquake
damage in its ordinary all-risk coverage
insurance policy, the additional cost of
which would be spread, on a nationwide
basis, among all policyholders. Surely
an opportunity ought to be given the in-
dustry to present its views on this sug-
gestion. Given the voluntary absten-
tion of Congress from the field of inter-
state insurance regulation, it is perhaps
unlikely that a law requiring all compre-
hensive home insurance policies to cover
all natural disasters, ineluding floods and
earthquakes, would find acceptance in
Congress.

Another idea which was discussed at
the hearings last spring on the Alaska
Act was the possibility of permitting
urban renewal administrations to pur-
chase disaster-stricken homes at their
predisaster value. This possibility is
probably undesirable, as no funding is
provided for, although the funds from a
conveyance stamp tax program might be
specially appropriated to the Housing
and Home Finance Administrator, for use
by him in purchasing destroyed homes.

President Johnson has said there is no
reason why any person in this great Na-
tion of ours should live in ignorance or
poverty, through no fault of his own;
nor, Mr. President, is there any reason
why some means should not be found to
alleviate the enormous burden which
blind chance imposes each year on hun-
dreds of Americans, when floods, hurri-
canes, and earthquakes destroy their
homes and savings.

THE ROW OVER URBAN RENEWAL

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, many peo-
ple have been critical of the urban re-
newal program during recent months.

Some of them have always been op-
posed to urban renewal because they
want the Federal Government to have
nothing, or at least very little, to do with
help in the solution of State and local
problems.

Others, regrettably, have been critical
either because they expect too much of
the program and are disappointed be-
cause it has not yet cured urban ills or
because they have heard inaccurate or
exaggerated reports about dislocated
families, bureaucratic foibles, and so on.

Since there is this kind of misunder-
standing about urban renewal, what it
should do and what it can do, I was
pleased to read a very thorough and
balanced article in the February issue of
Harper’s.

It is entitled “The Row Over Urban
Renewal” and the author Joseph Epstein,
does a good job of setting the record
straight.
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He does not deny failures and difficult
problems, but he also points out the posi-
tive, often beneficial effect that urban re-
newal projects have had in various cities
throughout the United States.

Hartford and New Haven in my own
State of Connecticut were among the
cities singled out as having made “sub-
stantial achievements” in the urban re-
newal field.

I ask unanimous consent that “The
Row Over Urban Renewal” be printed in
the Recorp at this point, so that as many
people as possible will have a chance to
read this interesting and realistic ap-
praisal of urban renewal activities.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE Row OvER UrBAN RENEWAL
(By Joseph Epstein)

(Many people are mad at a program which
is changing the face of American cities—
sometimes too hastily, but usually for the
better.)

For some time now, it's been open season
on urban renewal. The St. Georges out to
slay this dragon are an odd crew—=Socialists
and Birchers, civil rightists and segregation-
ists, city planners and people who equate
planning with mortal sin, They have all, at
one time or another, heaved a spear into
the monster's flanks.

Within the past year the heaviest attack
has been coming from the right. Early in
1964 in Indlanapolis, for example, Edwin P.
Neilan, then president of the U. 8, Chamber
of Commerce, in a speech entitled “Super-
market for Subsidies” denounced Federal
urban renewal as inequitable and corrupt.
He has since replayed this diatribe around
the country. In March, nine conservative
Congressmen, speaking in Rockford, Ill., be-
fore 200 businessmen calling themselves
the National Conference on Urban Renewal,
charged the program with “taxing the needy
to benefit the greedy.” One of these orators
was JoEHN DowDY, a relatively obscure Texas
Democrat who appeared in the March issue
of Reader's Digest as author of an article
called “The Mounting Scandal of Urban Re-
newal.” In October, another Digest plece,
called “The Sad Little Story of Wink” told
how the injection of Federal money through
urban renewal laid low the town of Wink,
Tex. The strident message of all these sallies
from the right is essentially the same: “Let
private enterprise do it.”

The liberal executioners, in contrast, base
their attack on less ideological grounds:
chiefly, the human dislocations and the
hardening of segregated housing patterns
that urban-renewal programs have some-
times caused. Perhaps their doughtiest
spokesman is Jane Jacobs, author of “The
Death and Life of Great American Cltles.”
A condensation of her widely read book, pub-
lished in the indefatigable Reader’s Digest,
highlighted her preoccupation with erime in
our cities and her horror of urban renewal.
As readers of her book will recall, Mrs. Jacobs
is a kind of Adam Smith among city plan-
ners. Like the Calvinist economist, she
argues that if a city has sufficlent dynamism,
density, and diversity everything else will
take care of itself. She sees no need to
shift people around since she believes that
a slum can unslum itself as its people ad-
vance economically and remain in the old
neighborhood to help clean it up. Mrs. Ja-
cobs recognizes but unfortunately does not
enlarge upon the sad truth that not all slums
have the same high powers of regeneration,
especlally Negro slums. Just how New York’s
Harlem can ever unslum itself without out-
side help remains a mystery.

Urban renewal, however, has unslummed
& good many Negro slums. It has also pro-
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duced much of the integrated housing to
be found today in San Francisco, Chicago,
Detroit, New York, and Philadelphia. In the
Border South—if not the Deep South—it
has brought some measure of integrated
housing to Washington, Baltimore, and St.
Louls as well as to Johnson City, Tenn., and
Nashville. And in all these cities, integra-
tion has occurred in neighborhoods of new
housing.

Nor do the actual statisties on human dis-
location justify the hysteria of Mrs. Jacobs
and her followers. As of the summer of
1964, reports were at hand on the great ma-
jority of the people displaced by renewal.
Less than 8 percent of them were still liv-
ing in what the Government calls “substand-
ard” housing and the whereabouts of only
b percent were unknown. In other words,
roughly 87 percent of those dispaced have
moved into standard—and hence substan-
tlally better—housing, and the record seems
to be improving each year.

To be uprooted by urban renewal—or for
that matter, by any other governmental ac-
tlon—cannot of course be altogether pain-
less, But it is a mistake to assume, as many
crities do, that renewers couldn’t care less.
Chicago maintains a 92-man relocation staff
to aid those forced to move in finding good
housing. Philadelphia’s Centralized Reloca-
tion Bureau conducts training programs to
help make the process as unabrasive as pos-
sible. New York City's Department of Relo-
cation has set up & human relations ad-
visory committee, whose job Is to prepare
the way for Negro and Puerto Rican fami-
les in mneighborhoods where they have
hitherto been unwelcome.

Now there is surely nothing wrong about
moving slum dwellers into better homes and
apartments. But all too often none exist.
This does not, however, mean that the re-
newal effort s unnecessary or hopeless. On
the contrary, the lesson is that our cities
are far sicker than anyone had imagined.
And urban renewal alone cannot cure the
whole malady.

This was not foreseen by the early cham-
pions of renewal. Underestimating the scope
of their task, they vastly oversold their pro-
gram as an all-out panacea. So inevitably
it fell short of its original goal. Yet this
hardly proves that—as Edwin Neilan
urges—American citles should now “look in-
ward to a responsibe local solution of their
own problems instead of outward for irre-
sponsible and expensive Federal aid.” Nor
does anything in the record call for the
strange current antirenewal alllance of
leftist 1dealists and nihilists from the
right—all bent on destroying what remains
the best available tool for halting the blight
and decay of our citles, For the fact is that
urban renewal has already worked well in
many areas and s destined to work still
better, though often with quite different
techniques, than those envisioned by its
original sponsors.

WHY THE DREAM FADED

The concept now so heavily under fire was
first introduced in title I of the 1949 Housing
Act against a background now depressingly
famillar. Slums were rapldly devouring the
Nation's citles, sending Into the suburbs
everyone who could afford to move. As down-
town stores joined their customers in subur-
bla, the shrinking urban tax base hastened
the central city’s physical and economic
decay. Those who escaped were, of course,
almost all white. The city was left with
blighted industrial areas, and people with
dark skins and low incomes locked up in
its slums.

Urban renewal, it was thought, would
change this bleak picture through a unique
partnership of private enterprise and govern-
ment. Local communities wgald buy up land
in slum areas, clear it, and sell it to private
developers. The Federal Government would
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pay as much as two-thirds of the net cost of
this operation if a renewal plan provided for
proper housing and building codes and was
part of a long-range slum-prevention pro-
gram. Displaced people were to be relocated
in as humane a manner as possible, and citi-
zens' advisory committees were to help in
planning.

Though the method was new, the idea of
urban renewal has a long and honorable
history. Pope Sixtus V took on the refurbish-
ment of Rome in 1685-90; Leonardo da Vinci
for a time was planning to redo Milan; Baron
Haussmann actually did redo Paris; and in
England at the turn of this century an in-
genious court stenographer named Ebeneger
Howard not merely renewed but built anew
when he created his now famous English
New Towns. But what distinguished the
American plan was the idea of attracting
private developers into slum clearance and
thus putting private enterprise to work for
the public good. It all seemed simple and
plausible. When the Housing Act was passed
optimists foresaw a slumless nation within
a decade.

Not 10 but 156 years have now passed and
the slums, cancerous and stinking as ever, are
gtill with us. There have, to be sure, been
successes, but no spectacular metamorphosis
of the urban scene. What went wrong?

For one thing, renewers discovered it was
no great problem to take a bulldozer and of
a sunny afternoon go out and demolish a
slum., But finding better housing for the
people who had lived there was quite another
matter. It was easy, too, to build elegant,
high-priced apartment buildings; the com-
plication came in finding tenants able to pay
the rents. Private developers, often at their
own considerable expense, had to learn that
successful renewal did not admit of their
making a great killing every time out. In
some early ventures—such as Boston's West
End and St. Louis’ Mill Creek *—private de-
velopers cleared a site, only to discover after-
ward that the market would not support
rapid or extensive redevelopment. So the
land stayed empty-—a yawning, dusty symbol
of renewal’s fallure.

Certainly in the great majority of cases
every effort was made to help displaced peo-
ple find decent housing. But good will and
genuine concern could not create livable va-
cant apartments where none existed. Thus,
as it did away with some slums, urban re-
newal sometimes added to the crowding in
others. Chicago's much talked about Hyde
Park-Eenwood project is an example. There
a rundown, crime-ridden neighborhood—
“apache territory” we used to call it when I
was an undergraduate at the adjoining Uni-
versity of Chicago—was transformed into a
handsome community of tidy town houses
and comfortable apartment buildings. At
the outset, the Hyde Park-Kenwood Commu-~
nity Conference, a model grassroots citizens’
participation group, wanted the neighbor-
hood not only sightly and safe but racially
integrated as well. They also wanted it eco-
nomically homogeneous. So they turned
down a 200-unit public housing project, and
all new housing was in the middle-income
range—beyond the means of most Negroes
who had been living in the area. Integrated
the neighborhood was (and is), but along
economic strata. Poor families—both Negro
and white—had little choice but to crowd
into other Chicago slums.

Elsewhere—as is said to have happened in
Atlanta—Negro removal was the result of
racist rather than class motives, a weapon
to keep Negroes from encroaching on white
neighborhoods. But, in general, urban re-
newal has displaced more Negroes than any
other group for the simple reason that Ne-

1 Both are now on the way toward develop-
ment. For Mill Creek, see “St. Louls Takes
the Cure” by A. M. Watkins (Harper’s, Au-
gust 1964.)
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groes Inhabit the very worst sections of our
cities. The slums, our greatest technolog-
ical failure, and racial discrimination, our
greatest moral fallure, are brutally en-
meshed.

There were other problems, Slum land-
lords, particularly in large cities like New
York, Chicago, and Boston, saw the renewers
coming and practically salivated with greed.
Urban renewal offered a way to get a respect-
able price for their wornout buildings along
with a final chance to wring them dry—at
the expense, as usual, of their tenants. With
renewal in prospect, dreary tenements that
were cut up into minute warrens
were often redivided again, and even mini-
mal upkeep ceased. But sometimes 2 or 3
years elapsed before a project actually got
underway, and in the interval a slum land-
lord made a handsome buck.

Yet despite the accusations of the Neilans
and the Dowdys, the administration of the
urban-renewal program itself has been free
of scandal. Indeed, there has been an al-
most frantic effort to close any loopholes
which might precipitate charges of graft and
corruption. In a country where the idea of
planned, federally financed urban change is
far from popular, one scandal could well have
toppled the works. So the Government men
in charge set up an elaborate system of bu-
reaucratic checks and records. Maddening
delays have often resulted. But there has
been no misuse of public funds. Attesting
to this rather remarkable record, Texas Con-
gressman ALBERT THOMAS, Whose subcom-
mittee of the House Committee on Appro-
priations has reviewed the operation of the
program since its inception, not long ago
sald: “It has been fantastic to me, the
amount of money and the amount of differ-
ent pleces of property involved. Sixty to
sixty-five thousand pieces of property have
been bought. I have not heard of any pub-
lic scandal.”

NEIGHBORHOOD FACELIFTING

Apart from the virtue of honesty, renew-
ers can point to substantial achlevements in
Philadelphia, Hartford, Baltimore, Chicago,
Little Rock, Washington, Detroit, Pittsburgh,
New Haven. Worthy of mention, too, is the
Baylor area project in Waco, Tex., which
has replaced 63 acres of miserable shacks and
ramshackle bulldings with neat open streets
and over $4 million of new construction. Re-
newal-agency tabulations show that home
ownership among the people there displaced
has increased by 8 percent and that only 5
percent of them now live in substandard
homes—compared to 85 percent before relo-
cation.

Successes of this kind are often forgotten
or disdained by diehard opponents of urban
renewal, who, in the words of Federal Hous-
ing Administrator Robert Weaver, “like to
picture it as a bureaucratic monster, armed
with a bulldozer that ruthlessly uproots peo-
ple and lays waste vital areas of the city to
no good purpose, Their bill of indictment
includes shoving poor people and small busi-
nesses out of their homes and established lo-
cations, making the hard life of nonwhites
harder, leaving valuable areas to stagnate
while planners plan, doling out benefits that
the Federal Government can’t afford to local
governments which don't need them.”

The trouble with this caricature is not only
that it is totally untrue but that it ignores
much that has changed in urban renewal’s
aims and methods. These changes have been
brought about through successive amend-
ments of the original 1949 Housing Act.
Among the most significant has been the at-
tempt, as of 1954, to complement the clear-
ance and total redevelopment of slums by
rehabilitating those gray areas soon destined
to slither over into the slum category. The
process generally costs far less than tearing
down and redeveloping an entire neighbor-
hood and it also helps check the dismal cycle
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whereby one slum is cleared only to have
another quickly take its place. To date, Phil-
adelphia perhaps has employed this new tool
of renewal with more intelligence and suc-
cess than any other city.?

Rehabilitation, to be sure, brings frustra-
tions of its own. For one thing, how is a
poor man to pay the cost of fixing up his
home to the standard of an urban-renewal
plan? Such problems are not actually in-
surmountable though they are made to seem
5o in “The Federal Bulldozer,” a new book-
length attack on urban renewal by Martin
Anderson, an assistant professor of finance
at Columbia University (published by the
MIT Press), He believes that our urban
housing problems can be overcome through
the efforts of private enterprise buttressed
by more public housing. Robert Weaver dis-
agrees. He points out that we simply cannot
meet the country’s housing needs unless we
rehabilitate the bulildings that are worth
saving and replace the ones that are not.
“Rehabilitation will work because it has to
work,” he says, “if we are to establish and
maintain healthy cities.”

In this premise, the 1964 housing bill au-
thorized Federal below-market interest loans
for rehabilitation to owners of homes and
businesses in urban-renewal areas. Other
assistance programs are planned. By taking
full advantage of Federal assistance, a bat-
tery of large apartment buildings in Chicago
has been rehabilitated successfully through
low-interest loans with only nominal in-
crease in rents. Renewers have come to
place so high a value on rehabilitation that
it is now standard practice before beginning
a project to determine If the job cannot be
done by rehabilitation alone. And, in fact,
the majority of urban-renewal projects In
recent years have been a combination of re-
habilitation and clearance. Thus the old
image of the renewer as the man behind the
bulldozer has been rendered obsolete.

THE RICH, THE POOR, AND THE PECULIAR

The rehabilitation program is only one of
several significant changes in urban-renewal
activities. Perhaps more far reaching in its
effect has been the decision to permit the use
of Federal funds to improve commercial and
industrial areas. The resulting program of
downtown renewal has had some exclting
successes—among them Baltimore's Charles
Center, Constitution Plaza in Hartford, the
new sports arena with the movable roof in
Pittsburgh, Norfolk’s gateway project, and
Capitol Mall in Sacramento. The Federal
Government aided in such projects in the
hope that they would help lure some of the
city’s afluent residents back from the sub-
urbs. This has indeed come to pass. When
the central city was refurbished, many mid-
dle-class families returned to live along-
side former residents in mixed neighbor-
hoods that include what one observer has
called “the rich, the poor, and the peculiar.”
This has happened with no disturbance and
little accompanying fanfare. Although 1t
cannot be statistically proved, 1t appears that
downtown renewal has brought about more
integrated housing than President Kennedy's
1962 Executive order on equal opportunity
in housing. (That order brought down the
color bar on almost 1 million additional
housing units, but not that many Negroes
have chosen to “bust” white nelghborhoods
and put up with the agonies such a move
often involves for their familles.)

Downtown renewal has also fulfilled a
second hope—that it would improve the
city's tax base. In Washington's southwest
project, for instance, a former slum area that
yielded only $443,400 a year in taxes will,
when the renewal project is completed, bring

1 Philadelphla’s remarkable housing- and
neighborhood-renewal program was described
by Nathaniel Burt in “Race and Renalssance
in Philadelphia” (Harper's, September 1964).
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in $4.8 milllon a year. The site of the
Gratiot project in Detroit, which used to
earn $71,700, now yields §375,000. Else-
where, assessed values have been increased
fivefold by redevelopment.

To be sure, the city’s tax revenues from its
downtown area shrink while a project is un-
der construction. Martin Anderson, in “The
Federal Bulldozer,” makes much of this fact.
But he falls to note that in Boston, for in-
stance, 14,000 jobs in the downtown area dis-
appeared between 1950 and 1960, before re-
newal, and $78 million of taxable assess-
ments vanished.

Downtown renewal may seem a far cry
from slum clearance. But in fact it can play
an important part in creating better job
opportunities and improving housing con-
ditions. This has been demonstrated, for
example, in Atchison, Kans., a city which had
been sliding downhill, both financially and
spiritually. As rall trafic dwindled, there
seemed little reason (and less hope) for the
éity's survival. In 1960, almost as a last-
ditch effort, downtown Atchison was scooped
out and replaced with new bulldings and a
tree-lined shopping mall. The eifect was
dramatic. The new downtown inspired the
people of Atchison to refurbish their own
homes without any formal programi. Many
did the job themselves, obtaining free tech-
nical advice from the local urban renewal
agency and local architects. Meanwhile,
sales tax revenues in the downtown area
have risen 30 percent—as have, obviously,
sales—and & number of new jobs have
opened up. The city Is undergoing some-
thing like a renascence, from the center out-
ward. This same pattern will doubtless be
repeated elsewhere,

WAITING FOR UTOPIA

Downtown renewal projects, of course,
generally do not involve moving people out
of their homes. But any direct attempt to
eradicate the slums, whether through urban
renewal or any other means, runs head on
into the stark fact that we are desperately
short of decent low-rental housing through-
out the Nation. In 1960, the National Hous-
ing Conference, the AFL-CIO, and the Na-
tional Association of Home Builders esti-
mated that to reduce overcrowding, replace
substandard housing, and accommodate the
exploding population, at least 2 million
new housing units should be built by 1965.
But in the past 15 years we have actually
constructed just over 1 million annually,
both privately and publicly. In short, some-
thing like a half million to 700,000 much-
needed housing units are not going up each
year. In New York, that ecity planner’s
nightmare, there is even a shortage of sub-
standard housing.

Nor will public housing presently sched-
uled fill the gap. Although the figure may
soon be increased, only 37,600 new units an-
nually are now authorized. One melancholy
effect of the antirenewal clamor has been to
mute public—and congressional—enthu-
siasm for the vast public housing program we
still need. To argue, as do some of the more
fanatic antirenewal brigade, that private
enterprise can do the job alone if left to its
own resources is to ignore the plain histori-
cal evidence that our present urban mess 1s
the result of that same private enterprise,
untrammeled and unplanned.

A new approach to the low-cost housing
problem has been made possible by amend-
ment of section 221(d)(3) of the National
Housing Act. Usually sponsored by colleges,
churches, or unions, on a nonprofit or limited
dividend basis, these developments are given
extremely low-cost financing and can obtain
mortgages of up to 100 percent. The Na-
tional Association of Home Builders has
endorsed the 221(d) (3) program—and little
wonder, since it enables the private builder
to put up low-rental housing with a virtually
guaranteed profit. These developments,
which are called 221(d)(3)'s, are manna to
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mayors and urban renewal directors seeking
homes for displaced people.®

In North Little Rock, where I myself am
involved in renewal, we hope that 300 of
these apartments can be built. To qualify
we must first establish that the apartments
are needed and that prospective tenants can
afford the rents. In the fall of 1964, out of
391 families queried in a sample survey, 361
were seriously Interested in the new housing.
But 170 of them, including 14 elderly couples,
were not financlally eligible because the
FHA's rather middle-class standards hold
that no more than 25 percent of a family's
income should go for housing costs. These
people are not considered good rental risks,
although most of them are already paying
more than the 221(d)(3) rentals. Thus we
have the sad situation in which nearly half
the group are demonstrably too poor to afford
the best buy yet produced by the partner-
ship of Government and private enterprise.
In North Little Rock as elsewhere, the only
answer for them is a vastly increased pro-
gram of public housing.

“What the devil are we supposed to do in
the meantime?” one urban-renewal director
recently asked me. "Of course I'd like to
have more first-rate housing to move our
people into; it would make both their prob-
lems and my own job easier. I'd also like
to provide the battery of social services so
many of them need. But until we do have
these things, we have to scratch and scramble
to do what we can. The alternative is simple:
do nothing.”

MOMENT FOR MIRACLES

Within the next decade In Boston, which
has embarked on a particularly bold renewal
program, half the city’'s 2 million inhabitants
may be affected. For them-—and millions
of other people who will be uprooted else-
where as we rebuild our cities—some hard-
ships are inevitable, This has also been
true, however, for the far greater numbers
who have been displaced by highway con-
struction and other public works. On the
other hand, uprooting need not inevitably
be a disruptive experience. Indeed, when
relocation experts have helped a family es-
tablish a new home, and have brought them
into contact with the community’s social
agencles—this may be precisely the moment
when miracles of human rehabilitation can
be accomplished.

A promising effort to achieve such miracles
is now underway in New York City's sprawl-
ing West Side project. When completed, this
project will include high-, medium-, and low-
income housing and will be racially as well
as economically integrated. The aim is no
less than the social as well as the physical
rebirth of the community. To this end, as
few people as possible will be forced to leave
the nelghborhood during construction. As
relocation becomes necessary, it will proceed
in three stages. First to be moved will be
stable households able to relocate readily.
The second group will include low- or mid-
dle-income families who want to remain in
the neighborhood but face some sort of ob-
stacle. Finally, plans will be made for
households with severe or complex
difficulties.

Almost every urban renewal project has its
share of the last category. Here in North
Little Rock, for example, I not long ago
called on Samuel McG., an {lliterate Negro

3 These developments are also among the
best rental bargains in the Nation—centrally
heated, capacious, equipped with modern
kitchens, sometimes even with central air
conditioning. A one-bedroom unit usually
rents in the $55 to $756 range, with all utili-
tles paid. So far, 18,000 such apartments in
120 projects have been built, another 10,300
in an additional 78 projects are committed,
and applications for 40,000 more are anticl-
pated in 1965.
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with a wife and 10 childern. For all prac-
tical purposes, the McG.’s—like all too many
other Americans—are a one-family under-
developed nation. Sam McG. is at once a
victim of automation, racial discrimination,
and a gnawing inner rage which is able to
express itself only in the self-defeating habit
of producing more and more children. Some-
how, over the years, he accumulated enough
money to buy a small lot and a two-room
shanty without plumbing in a Negro slum
which is the site of the clty's first major
urban-renewal project. On my first visit, I
was astonished by the children’s good be-
havior. Ten kids were crowded into two dank
rooms, yet there was no fighting, teasing,
quarreling, or complaining. A Negro col-
league of mine who knows the McG.'s well
explained that this was not unusual—when
the rest of the world seems to be lined up
against it, a family learns to stick together
and not make trouble for one another,

In the McG.'s case, urban renewal is asked
to undo what long years of lgnorance and
Indifference have done. It cannot. But
It can make a start. We found them a
roomy if inelegant house, structurally safe,
on a spacious lot adjoining woodlands. The
MeG.’s bought it with the money received
for the old place and they have a few dollars
left over. The MecG.'s oldest child Jenny
is very taken with the new house. She is
14, very bright, and now learning secretarial
skills in high school. Here, In the person
of Jenny, is a starting point.

In a sense, urban renewal itself can be
sald to be at a starting point. Thousands
of new homes and apartments have been
built and the face of a number of American
cities has been changed. And 1,500 projects
are either completed or underway in nearly
750 cities across the Nation." These efforts
have shown, above all, how much remains
to be done. Originating as a simple real
estate venture with a simple humanitarian
thrust—to tear down slums because they
are unfit for human belngs—urban renewal
has brought into public view multitudes of
people who, through of economic dep-
rivation and psychological hopelessness, are
in themselves walking slums.

It has found an entrenched pattern of
city ghettos and cold indifference, If not
outright hostility, to the idea of integrated
bousing. It may well be, indeed, that much
of the animus directed against urban renewal
is an angry reaction to the sordid realities
of American society which the program has
exposed. For it is now evident that curing
these social 1l1s is essential to the rebuilding
of our cities. Thus, for example, we need
better and more comprehensive welfare
services to ease the task of relocation; gen-
uine civil rights would, among other things,
open up more housing to minority groups;
and a serious frontal attack on poverty is
the essentlal social counterpart of physical
renewal.

It would seem only commonsense that
those who approve these social goals should
also endorse urban renewal. But, instead,
too many avowed Iliberals have supplied
carping criticism, mercurial enthusiasm, and
Inconstant political support. Much of this
criticlsm has been accurate and wuseful.
While Jane Jacobs’ ideas on city planning
seem to me altogether wrongheaded her
writing has certalnly spurred the efforts of
renewers to minimize the difficulties of re-
location. But the critics of the left have
so far produced no plan of action. This is
unfortunate, since the renewal programs
need the support of liberal-minded Amer-
icans.

As it is, the renewers are blasted from the
right and sniped at from the left. And
since they are enormously sensitive to pres-
sure and, for the most part, no braver than
most, they have tended to grow cautious, to
sell urban renewal not because 1t is morally
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imperative but because it is good, sound
business.

It probably is good, sound business. But
more importantly, renewal is necessary busi-
ness. It can be slowed down but not
stopped—not, that 1s, unless we intend to
sit back and watch the weeds of congestion
and decay quietly grow over our cities. With
the support of those who genuinely want
to save our cities and the people who live
in them, urban renewal may one day help
achieve the citles of order, spaclousness, and
beauty envisioned by such sophisticated
urbanists as Lewis Mumford. One day, who
knows, urban renewal, so long made to
seem a dragon in the public mind, may even
come to be looked upon as a St. George.

THE FATE OF THE FAMILY FARMER

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I commend the Washington Post for its
lead editorial of today, under the cap-
tlon “Moving Misery Around.” It
should be stimulating to newspapers in
the rural areas to find a great newspaper
in a great city take the lead in fighting
for the survival of the family farm as an
independent economic unit, rather than
follow the Budget Director’s plan of
making family farmers unemployed
dole-drawers on the sidewalks of the
urban centers.

Agriculture faces its greatest crisis
since World War II. The two succes-
sive yearly reductions in the per pound
price support for cotton have been dis-
astrous to the cotton farmers. The plan
of the Council of Economic Development
to drive 2% million farm families, num-
bering about 122 million people, off the
farms of America, and into the ranks of
the unemployed, has apparently been
adopted by the Director of the Budget.

The President’s war on poverty, an
effort to build the Great Society, will be
thwarted if we create more poverty in
the rural areas than we alleviate in the
cities. To win the war on poverty, we
must roll back the dark areas of poverty
that exist, while maintaining the eco-
nomic strength of the areas not yet
poverty stricken.

We engage in a retrogressive move-
ment if we permit the recommendations
of the private Committee on Economic
Development and the Bureau of the
Budget to succeed in driving off the land
the 2% million farm families who have
relatively low money incomes, but who
spend their lives away from urban blight,
raise food on their farms, live in the open
air, and have good lives. Traditionally,
the young men needed to feed an indus-
trial machine and to fill the ranks of the
Armed Forces come from the rural areas;
and if we end that way of life, we shall
change for the worse the whole economic
machine. The presence on the streets
of the cities of millions of unemployed
ex-farmers would glut the labor market
and would depress the wages of labor.

Now is the time to reorient and re-
aline our farm programs, so as to pro-
tect, promote, and encourage the family-
type pattern of agriculture. These pro-
grams have been inadequate for those
in rural areas who need income protec-
tion the most. This is a manmade prob-
lem; and this situation can be corrected,
and must be corrected.

The American family farmer has done
a good job in producing an abundance
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of food and fiber. In 1964, the wage
earner spent only 18 cents of each dollar,
to feed himself and his family. In no
other country in the world is the con-
sumer fed so well, at such a low cost. We
should reward the family farmer for the
good job he has done and is doing.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the Washington
Post editorial entitled “Moving Misery

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Jan. 27,
1965]

MoviNG MISERY AROUND

Secretary of Agriculture Freeman, in his
address to the American Institute of Plan-
ners which met here Monday, made some
points that ought to figure in any planning
of agricultural policy. It is to be hoped that
his ideas will be reflected in the agricultural
message soon to go to Congress.

The Secretary told the planners that half
the poverty of the country is concentrated
in rural areas where 30 percent of the people
live—a proportion of poverty twice as high
as is found in citles and suburbs; that there
are more substandard, dilapidated and dete-
riorating homes in rural American than in
all the cities of the Nation put together.

And yet the Federal budget message pro-
poses a half billion dollar reduction in agri-
cultural appropriations, most of it in price
support funds. The budget message, more-
over, declares that “in view of the market
outlook for farm commodities at home and
abroad, farming alone cannot be expected
to provide a decent living in the future for
more than 1 million farm families, even with
continued Government assistance.” The mes-
sage asserts that “many low income farm
families will have to find other means of
earning a living, or other sources of income
to supplement their modest farm earnings,
if they are fo share in our national pros-
perity.”

This is an unexceptionable statement, so
far as it implies increasing farm incomes
where the farmers are, but it does not hold
out much hope to low-income farm families
if they have no future In rural communities,
Most of them are not equipped by training
or provided with resources nec to make
a socially acceptable readjustment to urban
life. We now have some 31, million farm
families of which 1 million are large com-
mercial operators with gross income of $10,000
& year or more; 114 million low-income com-
mercial farmers and 1 million part-time
farmers. It is the 114 million farmers who
earn less than $10,000 whose fate seems to be
mostly involved. Of this group, some 821,000
have incomes less than $5,000 and the rest
average between $5,000 and $10,000. Given
the fact that many of these farmers lack any
preparation for urban employment, migra-
tion may not be the best solution either for
them or for soclety as a whole. Little
is to be gained by moving them out of agri-
culture, which at least provides a subsistence,
and onto urban welfare rolls.

Farm population declined 4 percent a year
in the sixties. In the 25-year period after
1929 more than 18 million farm people moved
out of agriculture, This Is a staggering rate
of depletion. As Secretary Freeman told the
planners, “rural poverty has been moved en
masse to the cities to become urban pov-
erty—and the inherent evils of poverty have
been compounded by congestion and the
family disorganization that takes place when
people are uprooted.”

The Secretary declared himself in favor of
an orderly migration of the well prepared and
opposed to a disorderly, forced migration of
the ill prepared. He rightly sald there has
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been too much of the latter. And he rightly
supported, as an alternative, “the creation
of economic opportunity in rural America
that will enable people who want to stay in
their home communities to make a decent
living there.”

Secretary Freeman is calling for a “rural
renaissance’” and that is exactly what is
golng to be required. That renalssance
might give the 214 million farmers outside
the highest income commercial group a de-
cent standard of living in the rural areas
where they now live. If the means are
provided in rural areas to produce educated,
capable and self-dependent people, they will
move into urban industry as rapidly as posi-
tions are available to them. No enlightened
government could contemplate a policy of
inducing the disadvantaged and ill-prepared,
by the naked coercion of want and poverty,
to move into great urban centers which can-
not provide the jobs for employable people
already there and which cannot cope with
the soclal problems of the unemployables
already on their welfare rolls.

Nothing is to be gained by just moving
human misery around from one sink of deg-
radation to another. And that is what we
are going to be doing if we simply cut ag-
ricultural appropriations in the expectation
that the market system will cut the farm
population down to the number that can
find profitable employment in high-income
commercial agriculture.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. to-
Morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1
o’clock and 29 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned, under the order previously
entered, until tomorrow, Thursday, Jan-
uary 28, 1965, at 11 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate January 27, 1965:

IN THE Navy

Vice Adm. Willlam A. Schoech, U.8. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral,
when retired, pursuant to the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5233.

Having designated, under the provisions
of title 10, United States Code, section 5231,
Rear Adm. Ignatius J. Galantin, U.S. Navy,
for commands and other duties determined
by the President to be within the contempla-
tion of said section, I nominate him for ap-
pointment to the grade of vice admiral while
so serving.

Rear Adm. Robert B. Brown, Medical Corps,
U.S. Navy, for appointment as Chief of the
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery in the De-
partment of the Navy for a term of 4 years.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of sec-
tion 8066, in grade as follows:

Lt. Gen. Robert William Porter, Jr., 018048,
Army of the United States (major general,
U.8. Army), in the grade of general.

1. I nominate Lt. Gen. Thomas Weldon
Dunn, 018517, Army of the United States
(major general, U.S. Army), for appointment
as Senlor U.8. Army Member of the Military
Staff Committee of the United Nations, un-
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der the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section T11.

2. I nominate the following-named officer
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 3066, to be assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility desig-
nated by the President under subsection (a)
of section 3066, in grade as follows:

Maj. Gen, Edgar Collins Doleman, 019131,
U.Sl. Army, in the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral,

LYNDON B. JOENSON,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate January 27, 1965:

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

Arthur M. Okun, of Connectlcut, to be a
member of the Council of Economic Advisers.

NATIONAL COMMISSION oN TECHNOLOGY, AU~
TOMATION, AND ECONOMIC PROGRESS

Benjamin Aaron, of California, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic Prog-
ress.

Joseph A, Beirne, of Maryland, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

Daniel Bell, of New York, to be a member of
the National Commission on Technology,
Automation, and Economic Progress.

Howard R. Bowen, of Iowa, to be a mem-
ber of the National Commission on Technol~
ogy, Automation, and Economic Progress.

Patrick E. Haggerty, of Texas, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

Albert J. Hayes, of Maryland, to be a mem-
ber of the National Commission on Technol-
ogy, Automation, and Economic Progress.

Anna Rosenberg Hoffman, of New York,
to be a member of the National Commission
on Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

Edwin H. Land, of Massachusetts, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

Walter P. Reuther, of Michigan, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

Robert H. Ryan, of Pennsylvanla, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

John I. Snyder, Jr., of New York, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

Robert M. Solow, of Massachusetts, to be a
member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economie
Progress.

Philip Sporn, of New York, to be a member
of the Natlonal Commission on Technology,
Automation, and Economic Progress.

Whitney M. Young, Jr., of New York, to be
a member of the National Commission on
Technology, Automation, and Economic
Progress.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

‘WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 27, 1965

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., used these words from the Book
of Daniel: He knelt in prayer three times
a day and gave thanks and made
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supplication unto God as was his cus-
tom.
Let us pray:

Almighty God, as the Speaker and
the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives again assemble to conduct
the legislative business of the Congress,
may they be governed and guided by
Thy divine spirit in all their delibera-
tions and decisions.

May they daily make a sincere trial
of the privilege of prayer, for experience
teaches us that if we give ourselves to
fervent prayer in the ordinary days of
our life, then we will know how to pray
with conquering power when days of
emergency and crisis suddenly come
upon us.

Grant that when our minds and
hearts are disturbed and disquieted by
the multitude and the magnitude of the
tasks and trials which confront us, we
may then have the grace to carry on
unafraid and hold on with increasing
tenacity of faith for Thou art our refuge
and strength.

In Christ’s name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT
Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Ratch-
ford, one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr, Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the President of the Senate, pursuant to
section 1, Public Law 86-420, had ap-
pointed Mr. FuLBrIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN,
Mr. Morsg, Mr. MANsFIELD, Mr. GORE,
Mr. MonTOYA, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. GRUEN-
ING, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. AIKEN, Mr.
KucHEL, and Mr. BENNETT to be mem-
bers; and Mr, SimpsoN and Mr. FANNIN
as alternate members; of the U.S. group
of the Mexico-United States Interparli-
amentary Group for the meeting to be
held in Mexico on February 11-18, 1965.

REFUSAL OF PERSONS TO TESTIFY
BEFORE COMMITTEE ON UN-
AMERICAN ACTIVITIES

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. POOL. Mr, Speaker, on Decem-
ber 30, 1964, the Federal grand jury of
the Distriet of Columbia indicted three
persons for contempt of Congress. These
three individuals, after being subpenaed
to testify before the Committee on Un-
American Activities in executive session
on December 7, refused to do so. The
House then not being in session, the
committee reported their refusal to the
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Speaker, who as provided by statute, re-
ferred the matter to the U.S. attorney
for the District of Columbia.

_ Because this matter is of interest to
the House, I request unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter; namely, the
reports, statements of fact, and appen-
dixes made by the Committee on Un-
American Activities to the Speaker of
the House concerning the refusal of the
persons in question to testify.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

REPORT AND STATEMENT OF FacT OF THE CoM-
MTITEE oN UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES, HOUSE
oF REPRESENTATIVES, PURSUANT TO TITLE
2, UnITep StaTEs CoDE, SECTIONS 192 aAND
194, CONCERNING THE FAILURE OF DAGMAR
WiLson

To the SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENT-

ATIVES:

The Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles, as created and authorized by the House
of Representatives through the enactment of
Public Law 601 of the 79th Congress, section
121, subsection (q)(2), and under House
Resolution 5 of the B88th Congress, duly
caused to be issued & subpena to Dagmar
Wilson. The said subpena directed Dagmar
Wilson to be and appear before the sald
Committee on Un-American Activities, of
which the Honorable Edwin E, Willis is
Chalirman, or a duly appointed subcommit-
tee thereof, on Monday, December 7, 1964, at
the hour of 10 a.m., at their committee
room, 226 Old House Office Bullding, Wash-
ington, D.C., then and there to testify touch-
ing matters of Inquiry committed to said
committee, and not to depart without leave
of sald committee, The subpena served
upon Dagmar Wilson is set forth in words
and figures as follows:

“UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
“CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES.

“To DAGMAR WILSON, GREETING:

“Pursuant to lawful authority, you are
hereby commanded to be and appear before
the Committee on Un-American Activities of
the House of Representatives of the United
States, or a duly appointed subcommittee
thereof, on Monday, December 7, 1964, at 10
o'clock, a.m., at their committee room, 226
Old House Office Building, Washington, D.C,,
then and there to testify touching matters
of inquiry committed to sald committee, and
not to depart without leave of sald commit-
tee,

“Hereof fall not, as you will answer your
default under the pains and penalties in
such cases made and provided.

“To Willlam Margetich, to serve and
return,

“Given under my hand this 18th day of No-
vember, in the year of our Lord, 1964.

“JoE R. Poor,
“Chairmaen—Chairman of Subcommit-
tee—Member Designate of the Com-
mitice on Un-American Activities of
the House of Representatives.

“If you desire a conference with a repre-
sentative of the committee prior to the date
of the hearing, please call or write to staff di-
rector, Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties, Washington, D.C., telephone Capitol
4-3121, extension 3051.”

The sald subpena was duly served as ap-
pears by the return thereof by the said Wil-
liam Margetich, also known as Willlam A.
Margetich, who was duly authorized to serve
the said subpena. The return of the serv-
ice by the sald Willlam A. Margetich being
endorsed thereon, is set forth in words and
figures as follows:

“I made service of the within subpena
by personal service the within-named indi-
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vidual at her home: 1406 29th Street NW,,
Washington, D.C., at 12:45 p.m., on the 19th
day of November 1964. Dated November
19, 1964.
“WiLLiam A. MARGETICH,
“Investigator.”

A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, composed of Represent-
atives Joe R. Pool, as chairman, Richard
Ichord and August E. Johansen, met and
convened in executive session at or about 10
a.m., on December 7, 1864, in room 219, Can~-
non House Office Building, Washington, D.C.,
the sald subcommittee members all being
present. Dagmar Wilson having been duly
summoned as a witness as aforesald, was
called as a witness on that day. The sald
Dagmar Wilson appeared before the subcom-
mittee and was administered an oath as a
witness by the subcommittee chairman, Rep-
resentative Joe R. PooL. When asked to
state her name and residence for the record,
and whether she was represented by counsel,
she responded to those questions, but there-
upon and thereafter willfully refused to
testify or answer in response to any ques-
tion pertinent to the question or subject
under inquiry, and willfully refused to give
any testimony touching matters of inquiry
committed to sald committee as required
by the said subpena.

The record of the proceedings before the
sald subcommittee on Monday, December 7,
1964, so far as it affects the witness, Dagmar
Wilson, is set forth in appendix I, which is
attached hereto and made a part hereof.

Other pertinent committee proceedings are
set forth in appendix II, attached hereto and
made a part hereof.

The foregoing willful refusal by the sald
Dagmar Wilson to give such testimony as
required, in compliance with the said sub-
pena, deprived the committee of necessary
and pertinent testimony regarding matters
which the sald committee was Instructed by
law and House resolution to investigate, and
places the sald witness, Dagmar Wilson, in
contempt of the House of Representatives of
the United States.

Pursuant to resolution of the Committee
on Un~American Activities adopted at a meet-
ing duly held on December 10, 1964, a copy
of which is set forth in appendix II, this
report and statement of fact constituting
the failure of Dagmar Wilson is herewith
transmitted to and filed with the Honorable
Jorw W. McCormack, Speaker of the House
of Representatives, the House of Representa-
tives having adjourned sine die on October
3, 1964, and not being now in session, so that
the Speaker may certify the same under the
seal of the House to the U.S. attorney for
the District of Columbia, pursuant to title
2, United States Code, sections 192 and 194,
to the end that the sald Dagmar Wilson
may be proceeded against for contempt of
the House of Representatives in the manner
and form provided by law.

Respectfully submitted this 10th day of
December 1964.

E. E. WmLLis,
Chairman, Committee on
Un-American Activities.
APPENDIX I
EXECUTIVE SESSION, ENTRY OF ALIEN: INTO THE
UNITED STATES, MoNDAY, DECEMBER T,
1964
U.S. House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE CoMMIT-
TEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES,
Washington, D.C.

A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities met, pursuant to call, at
10 a.m., in room 219, Cannon Building, Wash~
ington, D.C., Hon. JoE PooL (chalrman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Joe Pool, of Texas; Richard H.
Ichord, of Missouri; and August E. Johansen,
of Michigan.
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Staff members present: Francis J. McNa-
mara, director; Alfred M. Nittle, counsel; and
Donald T. Appell, investigator.

Mr. PooL. The committee will come to
order.

Before we get started I have an opening
statement I want to read and I would like
to know if Donna Allen, Dagmar Wilson, and
Russell Nixon are in the room? Will you
identify yourselves.

Mrs. WiLsoN. My name is Dagmar Wilson.

Mrs. ALLEN. Donna Allen.

Mr. Nxon. Nixon.

Mr. PooL. The Internal Security Act of
1950, a bill reported by this committee, con-
tained provisions which barred aliens of cer-
tain types from admission to the United
States either as immigrants or as nonimmi-
grant visitors.

The Congress subsequently incorporated
these provisions in Public Law 414 of the 82d
Congress, generally known as the McCarran-
Walter Act or the Immigration and National-
ity Act of 1952.

Section 212, subsection (a), paragraphs
(27) and (29) of that act classify certain
types of allens as inadmissible to this coun-
try and not subject to admission under
provisions found elsewhere in the act;
namely, paragraph (28) of the same subsec-
tion and paragraph (3) of subsection (d).

Section 212, subsection (a), paragraph (28)
of the act also classifies certain types of
aliens as inadmissible. However, it contains
a subparagraph (I) which grants to the At-
torney General, on recommendation of the
consular officer, the authority to issue them
entry visas under certain conditions. This
subparagraph provides, however, that their
admission must always be “in the public in-
terest.” In addltion, it applies only to allens
inadmissible under paragraph (28).

Section 212(d) (3) grants the Attorney
General, on recommendation of the consular
officer or the Secretary of State, discretionary
power to waive the inadmissibility of certain
allens described in section 212(a) except for
those barred under paragraphs (27) and
(29) of that section. Such walver, however,
a;;};lges only to temporary or nonimmigrant
visas.

Information which has been brought to
the attention of the Committee on Un-
American Activitles indicates that the dis-
cretionary authority of the consular officer
or the Secretary of State to recommend, and
of the Attorney General to approve, the issu-
ance of nonimmigrant visas are possibly
abused.

Preliminary investigation by the com-
mittee, authorized by the chairmen geveral
months ago, ralses serious questions as to
whether the intent of Congress is being
followed In the admission to this country
of aliens under the above-mentioned sections
of the Immigration and Natlonality Act of
1952,

The investigation has also raised the ques-
tion of whether the avallable background In-
formation on certain aliens temporarily ad-
mitted to this country is being properly eval-
uated. This may be resulting in certain
aliens being classified as ineligible under
paragraph (28)—and therefore eligible for a
wailver—when they properly come under
paragraphs (27) or (29) and are therefore
ineligible for admission under walver.

This hearing was authorized by the com-
mittee at a meeting held on February 19,
1964. The minutes of that meeting read,
in part, as follows:

“A motion was made by Hon, WiLLiam M.
Tuck, seconded by Hon. Henry C. Schade-
berg, and unanimously carried, authorizing
the holding of hearings in Washington, D.C.,
or at such other place or places as the chair-
man may designate, on such date or dates as
the chalrman may determine, including the
conduct of investigations deemed reasonably
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necessary by the staff in preparation there-
fore, related to the following:

“1, Strategy, tactics, and activities of
members of the Communist Party and Com-
munist organizations in aiding the entry
into the United States of allens inadmis-
sible under the provisions of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act;

“2. Security aspects of the temporary ad-
mission to the United States of aliens who
are inadmissible under provisions of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, for the legis-
lative purpose of determining whether the
exigencies of the situation require a strength-
ening of the securlty provisions of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act;

“3, The execution by the administrative
agencies concerned of the securlty provisions
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, and
all other laws, the subject matter of which
is within the jurisdiction of the committee,
the legislative purpose being to exercise con-
tinuous watchfulness of the execution of
these laws to assist the Congress In apprais-
ing the administration of such laws, and
in developing such amendments or related
legislation as it may deem necessary; and

‘4, Any other matter within the jurisdic-
tlon of the committee which it or any
subcommittee thereof appointed to conduct
these hearings may designate.”

The order appointing the subcommittee to
conduct these hearings is as follows:

“To: Mr. Francis J, McNamara, Director,
Committee on Un-American Activities:

“Pursuant to the provisions of the law and
the rules of this committee, I hereby appoint
a subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, consisting of Hon. Rich-
ard Ichord and Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg as
associate members, and Hon. Joe R. Pool, as
chairman, to conduct a hearing in Washing-
ton, D.C., on Thursday, March 12, 1864, at 3
p.m. as contemplated by the resolution
adopted by the committee on the 19th day of
February 1964, relating to the entry of allens
into the United States and other matters un-
der investigation by the committee, and take
such testimony on sald day or succeeding
days as 1t may deem necessary.

“Please make this action a matter of com-
mittee record.

“If any member indicates his inability to
serve, please notify me.

“Given under my hand this 11th day of
March 1964.

“Epwin E. WILLIs,
“Chairman, Commitliee on
Un-American Activities.”

I also have a memorandum to Mr. Francis
J. McNamara, director, Committee on Un-
American Activities.

“On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon. Joe
R. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord, and Hon. Hen-
ry C. Schadeberg to serve as a subcommittee
on Un-American Activities to conduct hear-
ings as contemplated by the resolution
adopted by the committee on the 19th day
of February 1964, relating to the enfry of
allens into the United States and other mat-
ters under investigation by the committee.
Mr, S8chadeberg has indicated that he may be
unable to serve on sald subcommittee at its
contemplated December 7, 1064, hearing, and
possibly on other days, before and after that
date, during the remainder of the year when
meetings and hearings of the subcommittee
may be held.

“I hereby designate Hon, August E. Johan-
sen to serve on the said subcommittee in the
place of Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg for the
remainder of the year at any meetings and
hearings of the subcommittee which Mr.
Schadeberg is unable to attend.

“Given under my hand this 25th day of
November 1964.

“EpwiN E. WILLIS,
“Chairman, Committee on
Un-American Activities.”
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Mr. Speiser, the subcommittee has met and
considered your letter which is dated Decem-
ber 1, 1964, and has denied your request for a
public hearing due to the fact that rule
XXVI is involved, which this committee has
been very zealous in following due to the fact
that derogatory information might be re-
vealed during these hearings, so your re-
quest has been denied.

Do you have any other reason or any other
request to make of the committee at this
time?

Mr. Speiser, Yes, sir. Has the committee
made a determination under rule IV of the
committee’s rules that a public hearing
might endanger national security?

Mr, Poor. I did not get your statement.

Mr. Speiser. Has the committee made a
determination under rule IV of the commit-
tee's rules of procedure that a public hear-
ing might endanger national security?

Mr. Poor. You are asking me something
here that might have taken place in execu-
tive session and I am not at liberty to an-
swer your question unless the committee de-
cides to make it public. That would be my
answer to that.

Mr. Seeiser. I would like to make a motion
then that the committee cannot properly
hold an executive session unless they make
such a determination and if such a deter-
mination has not been made that a public
hearing should be ordered.

Mr, IcxHorp. Mr. Chalrman, may I ask is
that the only request that he has prior to
the committee taking up its business?

Do you have any further objections to the
executlve hearing?

Mr. Speiser. The objections I stated in my
letter and this is an additional one. Those
are the two objections I have to an executive
session.

Mr. Icuorp. I think we should take that
under consideration, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, PooL. If you have no further state-
ment or objections to make, than we will
ask you all to step outside and we will make
a determination of what the committee
wants to do, Those are all the objections
you have to ralse before the testimony be-
gins?

Mr. Seerser. That Is on the question of
executive sesslon as compared to a public
session, There may be other objections with
regard to particular witnesses' testimony.

Mr. PooL. What other objections do you
have at this time?

Mr. Speiser. I do not know at this time,
Mr. Chairman, I cannot say until the mat-
ter comes up before the committee. I can't
make a statement there,

Mr. PoorL. That is a good point. Who do
you represent here now?

Mr. Seemser. I represent Mrs. Allen and
Mrs. Wilson.

Mr. Poorn. All right,
have counsel?

Mr. Nmxon. No, sir,

Mr. Poon. Would you like to state any
objections at the present time before this
hearing begins?

Mr. Nixon. I certainly associate myself
with the objections stated by Mr. Speiser.
I am not a lawyer. I would add the point
that it would be unfortunate to require this
kind of testimony, with the opprobrium of
this kind of subpena, in private without
having a full public and press view of the
proceedings. The hearing is in only one
sense private, since the committee maintains
to itself the privilege at a date of its own
choosing, the privilege of releasing to the
press either a summary, or a partial tran-
script, or a full transcript of the hearings,
so it is in this sense also that I would add
an objection to these proceedings going ahead
in executive.

I think that the press and the public have
a right to hear the proceedings.

Mr. Nixon, do you
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Mr. Poor. That is all of the objections you
have, plus the ones that you associated your-
self with in Mr, Speiser’s case?

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir, I think so.

Mr, Icaorp. Mr. Chairman, I move that the
committee go into executive session for con-
sideration of the request.

Mr. Poor. All right, The witnesses and
the attorney will be excused and we will call
you back in when we get through with this
deliberation, Make yourselves available out-
side in the hall if you will.

(At this point the witnesses and attorney
left the hearing room and the subcommittee
proceeded further in executive session, which
proc were not reported, following
which the witnesses and attorney returned
to the hearing room.)

Mr. Poor. The committee will come to
order,

Mr, Spelser, the subcommittee feels that
you have misinterpreted rule IV, It requires
that if the committee or a subcommittee be-
lieves interrogation of a witness in public
might endanger national security it must
then hear such witness in executive session.

It does not say that reasons of national
security are the only ones that permit or
justify executive session hearings. For your
information we have considered all the ap-
plicable rules as the full committee did
months ago and have determined this hear-
ing will be held in executive session.

Mr. Nixon's request has also been consid-
ered In the light of all applicable rules and
has been rejected.

Mr. Speiser. Mr. Poor, am I to understand
that a determination has been made that
a public hearing would not endanger na-
tional security?

Mr. Poor. I have just read to you the
statement here that was the determination
of the subcommittee and it speaks for itself.

Mr. See1ser. I will leave my question on the
record as it is. I do not feel 1t was answered.
I would like to raise a question as to the
absence of a quorum at this time, Mr, Chair-
man,

(At this point Representative Bruce en-
tered the hearing room.)

I withdraw it.

(At this point Representative Johansen
entered the hearing room.)

Mr. Poor. Ididn't get the last.

Mr, Sperser. I raised the question of the
absence of a quorum because Mr. Bruce and
im'. Johansen were not present. I withdraw

t.

Mr. Poor. For the record there was a quo-
rum here. It is a subcommittee of three
members and Mr. IcHOorRD and myself con-
stitute a quorum.

Mr. Nixon, if you will come forth and be
sworn in the other witnesses may be excused
temporarily until they are called.

Mr. Nixon. Mr. Poor, I am not going to
testify in this executive session. I am will-
ing to testify in public session with the
press and the public present, but for the
reasons which I have stated here I am un-
willing to proceed in this executive session.

Mr. Poor. I will direct you to come forward
and be sworn.

Mr. Nixow. I think my statement speaks
for itself, Mr. PooL,

Mr. PooL. For the last time I direct you to
come forth and be sworn.

Mr. NixoN. I decline, as I have told you.

Mr, Poor. Let the record show that the
chairman requested Mr, Nixon to come forth
and be sworn and that he has refused to do
80.

Mr. JoHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, let the rec-
ord also show that all three members of the
subcommittee were present,

Mr. Poor. Let the record so show. The
other witnesses and the attorney will leave
the room at the present time temporarily.
Mr. Nixon, you remain.

(At this point Mrs. Wilson, Mrs. Allen, and
Mr. Speiser left the room.)
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Mr. IcHorD. Mr, Chairman, I ask that the
other witnesses be called.

Mr. Poor. All right. Mr. Nixon, you will
leave the room and the staff will call the
other witness.

(At this point Mr. Nixon left the room.)

(All the witnesses and Mr, Speiser came
back into the hearing room.)

Mr. PooL. I brought you witnesses and at-
torney in here to excuse you until 2 o'clock
when we will meet back In this room.

Donna Allen, Dagmar Wilson, and Russell
Nixon, let the record show, are excused until
2 o'clock.

Mr. SPEISER. Mr. Chairman, can you tell us
at this time whether the hearing will be
public at 2 o’clock?

Mr. Poor. You are excused until 2 o'clock.
That’s all I have to say to you at the present
time.

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the hearing was
recessed to reconvene at 2 p.m. the same
day.)

| After recess]

(The subcommittee reconvened at 2:50
p.m., Mr, Poor, chairman of the subcommit-
tee, presiding. Committee members present:
Representatives Pool, Ichord, Johansen, and
Bruce.)

Mr. Poor. The committee will come to
order.

(At this point Mr. Johansen withdrew from
the hearing room.)

Mr. Sre1ser. May I have a moment, please,
to talk to my client?

Mr. PooL. Surely.

Mr. Spexser. Thank you.

Mr. PooL. Will you stand and be sworn?

Mrs, WiLson. I will.

Mr. Poor. Do you solemnly swear that the
testimony you are about to give is the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,
50 help you God?

Mrs. WiLson. I do.

Mr. Poor. Mr, Counsel.

TESTIMONY OF MRS. DAGMAR WILSON, 1406 29TH
STREET NW., WASHINGTON, D.C., ACCOMPANIED
BY LAWRENCE SPEISER, ATTORNEY AT LAW,
WASHINGTON DIRECTOR OF AMERICAN CIVIL
LIBERTIES UNION, 1101 VERMONT AVENUE
NW., WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. NrirTie. Mrs. Wilson, would you please
state your name and residence for the rec-
ord?

Mrs, WnLsonw. My name is Dagmar Wilson.
My address is 1406 20th Street NW., Wash-
ington, D.C.

Mr. Poor. Ask her if she is represented by
counsel.

Mr. NrrTLE. Are you represented by coun-
sel?

Mrs, WiLsoN. I am.

Mr. Nrrroe. Will counsel identify himself
for the record, stating his name and office
address, please.

Mr. Seeiser. Lawrence Spelser, American
Civil Liberties Union, 1101 Vermont Avenue
NW., Washington, D.C.

Mr. Poor. You are appearing here and rep-
resenting Mrs, Wilson?

Mr. Spemser. I am.

Mr Nrrrie. Mrs. Wilson, you appeared be-
fore the committee in December of 1962, at
which time we obtained certain pertinent in-
formation relating to your educational back-
ground, and your age, and date and place of
birth, and we will not pursue that at this
time.

Mrs. WiLson. Thank you.

Mr. Nrrrie. Mrs Wilson, this committee
has received testimony to the effect that on
Friday, November 8, 1963, you accompanied
Mr, Russell Nixon on a visit to the Depart-
ment of State on behalf of Dr. Eaourl Yasul.
Did you accompany Mr. Nixon as I have
stated?

Mrs. WmLsow. Mr. Chairman, we have for-
mally requested that these hearings be held
in public. I do not wish to answer any of
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the questions pertinent to this case in a pri-
vate session.

Mr. PooL. Mr Ichord, would you state the
reasons again?

Mr. IcHoRD, Mr, Chairman, her counsel has
heard, since he represented the previous wit-
ness, the reasons why the committee has re-
fused the request for a public session, but
for Mrs. Wilson’s benefit, I will summarize
those reasons again.

It is the position of the committee that
the witnesses and your counsel have defi-
nitely misconstrued rule No. IV. Rule No.
IV of the House Committee on Un-American
Activities rules requires an executive hear-
ing, if a public hearing might endanger the
national security.

Rule 26(m) of the House rules requires the
hearing of a congressional committee to be in
executive session if the committee deter-
mines that evidence or testimony at any in-
vestigative hearing may tend to defame, de-
grade, or incriminate any other person, but
I pointed out to your counsel, and I point
out to you, that both of these rules do not
restrict the right of a committee of Congress
to hold executive sessions.

I might say to you that there are some
aspects of national security involved in this
hearing, but it is not necessary to determine
whether or not the national security would
be endangered if you were heard in public
session, and we have not determined that,
and still deny your request for a public ses-
sion,

We are here investigating the administra-
tion of the Immigration and Nationality Act
of 1952, and in particular the admission of
inadmissible aliens to the United States un-
der the walver provisions of section 212 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act.

I would say to you that there are many
reasons why this hearing should be execu-
tive. They were discussed by me in full be-
fore the committee in executive session.

The committee has determined that rule
26(m) is applicable, but the committee has
also determined that even if 26(m) is not ap-
plicable, the request should still be denied
for reasons in the national interest.

We consider that at 1ssue here is the very
right of & committee of Congress to function
effectively, and, as I stated in the excutive
session, we cannot permit a witness to deter-
mine when this committee’s hearings shall be
in executive session or in public session.
That decision must be reserved for the com-
mittee itself, if it is to function in the public
interest.

This case is clearly governed by rule 26(g)
of the House, which reads as follows, and I
will read it to you, and I might say that I
requested the Assistant House Parliamen-
tarlan, Bill Cockrane, for his opinion as to
the action of the committee in ordering an
executive session and refusing a public
session, rule 26(g) reads as follows:

“All hearings conducted by standing com-
mittee or their subcommittees shall be open
to the public, except executive sessions for
marking up bills or for voting or where the
committee by a majority vote orders an ex-
ecutive session.”

And at this hearing the committee by
unanimous vote has ordered an executive
session. The committee has considered your
request for a public hearing, has considered
all of the applicable rules of the House and
of this committee, and has determined that
it 1s in the public interest that your request
for a public hearing be denied.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Poor., Will you state your question
again, now?

Mr. Nrrrre. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the
reporter to read it to the witness?

Mr. Poor. All right.

(The question referred to was read by the
reporter.)

Mrs. Wilson, this committee has received
testimony to the effect that on Friday, No-
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vember 8, 1963, you accompanied Mr. Russell
Nixon on a visit to the Department of State
on behalf of Dr. Kaouri ¥Yasui, Did you ac-
company Mr. Nixon as I have stated?

Mrs. WiLsoN. In spite of Mr. ICHORD’S ex~
planation, I cannot see that there is any-
thing in this question that can possibly en-
danger the national security. I can’tsee that
this is anything that cannot be heard by
everybody.

I still feel that I should be permitted to
be heard in publie,

Mr. Icmorp. I think that I should advise
you, Mrs, Wilson, as I am sure your counsel
has advised you, that you might possibly be
subjecting yourself to penalties of contempt
for refusing to answer.

Mrs., WiLson. I understand that., I feel
that my Constitution is protecting me, yes.

Mr, Poor. With that in mind, Mrs. Wilson,
gw Chair directs that you answer the ques-

on,

Mrs. Wirson. I can only repeat what I have
already stated.

Mr. PooL., You refuse to answer the ques-
tion?

Mrs.
stances.

Mr. Poor. I will ask you one more time.
I will direct you to answer the question.

Mrs. WimLson. I would be glad to answer
any questions with my friends, and the pub-
lic, and the press present publicly to hear
my answers.

Mr. PooL. You refuse to answer this ques-
tion?

o Mrs. Wirson. Under these conditions, I re-
use.

Mr, Nrrr.e, Mrs. Wilson, do you clearly
understand that the committee has made a
determination that this hearing must be
held in executive sesslon to comply with
House rule XI, 26(m) ?

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mr. Nrrrre. Do you understand that, Mrs.
Wilson?

Mr. Speiser. May I respond to that?

I was not under the impression that there
had been a determination on that. As I un-
derstand, you were relying on all the rules,
including this, and you were not relying on
this alone.

I want to make sure that question even
possibly encompasses that you are relying on
all the rules, and not this one rule alone.

Mr. Nirrie. The committee made clear to
you, and I think I made clear to you in the
course of your representation of the last wit-
ness that the committee has considered all
of its rules, and has made certain specific
determinations——

Mr. PooL. All the House rules, also.

Mr. NrrrLE. Under which it has specifically
determined that House rule XI, paragraph
26(m), is specifically applicable, and for the
benefit of your client, I think that rule
should be read to her, and it provides as
follows:

“If the committee determines that evi-
dence or testimony at an investigative hear-
ing may tend to defame, degrade, or incrimi-
nate any person it shall receive such evidence
or testimony in executive session.”

I want to state specifically to Mrs. Wilson
that in accordance with the opening state-
ment of the chairman, where the subjects
of inguiry and legislative purposes were ex-
plained to you, you must understand that
the committee is seeking to ascertain the
facts relating to the strategy, tactics, and
activities of members of the Communist
Party and Communist organizations in aid-
ing the entry into the United States of aliens
inadmissible under the provisions of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act.

The interrogation which I propose to make
in your case, the committee has determined,
will evoke evidence or testimony which will
involve the activities of persons in organiza-
tions designated or known as Communist or
subversive, and that will adversely reflect

Wirson. Yes, under these clrecum-
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upon such persons, and in a manner within
the provisions of House rule XI, 26(m),
which I just quoted to you.

The committee has therefore made a spe-
cific determination that by reason of the pro-
visions of this rule, and for other reasons
which they have explained to you, this hear-
ing and your testimony shall be received in
executive session.

Is that clear to you?

Mrs. WimLson. Well, I can’t, I must admit,
follow all these complicated details. This is
very tricky for a layman. But here I am
reading from No. XI, rule XI, the words “de-
fame, degrade, or incriminate.”

I have no information that could possibly
defame, degrade, or incriminate anybody, and
I just do not see why, therefore, I should be
required to testify in private.

Mr. Nirrie. Mrs. Wilson, that is a judg-
ment that must be made by the committee.
We do not know upon what basls you make
your judgment, nor are you aware of the
entire areas of the interrogation.

We state to you that the fact is that your
interrogation will involve persons about
whom the testimony may have the tendency
to defame, degrade, or incriminate.

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mr. Poor, Mrs., Wilson, I will direct you
agaln to answer the question.

Mrs. Winsow. I will do my best to explain
my—I beg your pardon.

Mr. Poor. I sald I direct you to answer the
question that was previously asked you by
counsel and was read back to you by the re-
porter.

Mrs. WiLson. Do you wish to reread it?

Mr. PooL. The reporter read it to you a
while ago. Would you like it to be read
again?

Mrs., WmsonN. No, I think I can remember,
and I know that I did not wish to answer the
guestion under the conditions.

Mr. PooL. You refuse to answer the ques-
tion?

Mrs. WimLsoN. Under these clrcumstances,
I do, yes.

Mr. Poor. Any other questions of this wit-
ness?

Any other questions?

Mr. BRuce. No.

Mr. Poor. I direct you to escort the wit-
ness outside.

Mr, Appell, advise the witnesses to remain
outside until we dismiss them.

(At this point Mr. Johansen reentered the
hearing room.)

Mr. PooL. Tell the witnesses they are ex-
cused.

(Whereupon, at 4:056 p.m., the subcom-
mittee adjourned, subject to call of the
Chalr.)

ApPENDIX II

1. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the Committee on
Un-American Activities held on February 26,
1963

“The Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles met in executive session on Tuesday,
February 26, 1963, at 3 p.m. in room 225 of
the Old House Office Building. The follow-
ing members were present: Clyde Doyle, act-
ing chalrman; William M. Tuck, Joe R. Pool,
August E. Johansen, Henry C. Schadeberg.

“Also present were the following staff
members: Francis J. McNamara, director;
Frank S. Tavenner, Jr., general counsel;
Juliette P. Joray, recording clerk; and
Rosella A, Purdy, secretary.

“The acting chairman opened the meet-
ing at 3:20 p.m. and explained to the mem-
bers present that the meeting was called to
consider several resolutions necessary to the
reorganization of the committee for the 88th
Congrees.

“On motion of Mr. Tuck and seconded by
Mr. Johansen, the following resolution was
unanimously adopted, with Mr. Doyle voting
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the proxy of Mr, Walter and Mr. Tuck voting
the proxy of Mr. Willls:

““ ‘Resolved, That the chairman be author-
ized and empowered from time to time to
appoint subcommittees composed of three
or more members of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, at least one of whom
shall be of the minority political party, and
a majority of whom shall constitute a quo-
rum, for the purpose of performing any and
all acts which the committee as a whole is
authorized to perform.’

“On motion of Mr. Tuck and seconded by
Mr. Johansen, the following resolution was
unanimously adopted, with Mr. Doyle voting
the proxy of Mr. Walter and Mr. Tuck voting
the proxy of Mr. Willis:

“ ‘Resolved, That authority is hereby dele-
gated to each subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Un-American Activitles which here-
inafter may be appointed to determine by a
majority vote thereof whether the hearings
conducted by it shall be open to the public
or shall be in executive session, and all testi-
mony taken and all documents introduced in
evidence in such an executive session shall be
received and given as full consideration for
all purposes as though introduced in open
session.’

“On motion made by Mr, Johansen, and
seconded by Mr. Fool, the following resolu-
tion was unanimously adopted, with Mr.
Doyle voting the proxy of Mr. Walter, and
Mr. Tuck voting the proxy of Mr. Willis:

‘“‘Resolved, That the rules of procedure
revised by the Committee on Un-American
Actlvities during the 1st session of the 87th
Congress and printed under the title of
“Rules of Procedure—Committee on Un-
American Activities,” together with all ap-
plicable provisions of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946, as amended, be, and
they are hereby, adopted as the Rules of the
Committee on Un-American Activities of the
House of Representatives of the 88th Con-
gress.'

“The committee adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
“E. E. WiLL1s,!
“Aecting Chairman.”
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

A copy of the aforesald “Rules of Proce-
dure—Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles,” as revised in 1961, and as adopted In
the foregoing resolution, is attached to this
appendix and made a part hereof, marked as
“exhibit A.”

2. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the Committee on
}:;x;;American Activities held on February 19,

“COMMITTEE ON
“UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES,
“February 19, 1964.

“The Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties met in executive session on Wednesday,
February 19, 1964, in room 356 of the Cannon
House Office Bullding at 4:20 p.m. The fol-
lowing members were present: Edwin E, Wil-
lis, chairman; William Tuck, Joe Pool, Rich-
ard Ichord, Henry Schadeberg.

“The following staff members were pres-
ent: Francis J. McNamara, director; Frank
S. Tavenner, Jr., general counsel; and Alfred
W. Nittle, counsel.

“A motion was made by Mr. Tuck, sec-
onded by Mr., Schadeberg, and unanimously
carried authorizing the holding of hearings
in Washington, D.C., or at such other place
or places as the chairman may designate, on
such date or dates as the chairman may de-
termine, including the conduct of investiga-
tions deemed reasonably necessary by the
staff in preparation therefor, relating to the
following:

“1. Strategy, tactics, and activities of mem-
bers of the Communist Party and Communist

1 Mr. Wirris succeeded Mr. Doyle as acting
chairman upon Mr. Doyle’s decease.
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organizations in alding the entry into the
United States of allens inadmissible under
the provisions of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act;

2. Security aspects of the temporary ad-
mission to the United States of allens who
are inadmissible under provisions of the
Immigration and Nationallty Act, for the
legislative purpose of determining whether
the exigencies of the situation require a
strengthening of the securlty provisions
of the Immigration and Nationality Act;

“3. The executlon by the administrative
agencies concerned of the security provisions
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, and
all other laws, the subject matter of which
is within the jurisdiction of the committee,
the legislative purpose being to exercise con-
tinuous watchfulness of the execution of
these laws to assist the Congress in apprais-
ing the administration of such laws, and in
developing such amendments or related legis-
lation as it may deem necessary; and

"4, Any other matter within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee which it or any sub-
committee thereof appointed to conduct
these hearings may designate.

“The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

“EpwiN E. WiLLIs,
“Chairman.

Francis J. McNamMARa,
“Director.”’

3. The following is a copy of the order of
the chairman of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, Representative Epwin
E. Wiiris, appointing a subcommittee to
conduct a hearing as contemplated by the
foregoing resolution of February 19, 1964.

MarcH 11, 1064.
To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara, Director, Com~
mittee on Un-American Activities,

Pursuant to the provisions of the law and
the rules of this committee, I hereby appoint
a subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, consisting of Hon.
Richard Ichord and Hon. Henry C. Schade-
berg as associate members, and Hon. Joe R.
Pool, as chairman, to conduct a hearing in
Washington, D.C.,, on Thursday, March 12,
1964, at 3 p.m., as contemplated by the resolu-
tlon adopted by the committee on the 19th
day of February 1964, relating to the entry
of aliens into the United States and other
matters under investigation by the commit-
tee and take such testimony on said day or
succeeding days as it may deem necessary.

Please make this action a matter of com-
mittee record.

If any member indicates his inability to
serve, please notify me,

Glven under my hand this 11th day of
March, 1964,

E. E. WiLLIs,
Chairman, Commitiee on Un-American
Activities.

4. The following is a copy of the order of
the chairman of the Committee on Un-Amer-
ican Actlivities, Representative Edwin E. Wil-
lis, designating Representative August E.
Johansen to serve on the aforesald subcom-
mittee until such time as Representative
Henry C. Schadeberg can resume his service
on said subcommittee:

SEPTEMBER 4, 1964,
To: Mr. Franeis J. McNamara, Director, Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities.

On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon. Joe R.
Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord, and Hon. Henry C.
Schadeberg to serve as a subcommittee of the
Committee on Un-American Activities to
conduct hearings as contemplated by the
resolution adopted by the committee on the
19th day of February 1964, relating to the
entry of aliens into the United States and
other matters under investigation by the
committee. Mr. Schadeberg has notified me
of his inability to serve on said subcommittee
at its hearing scheduled for 10 a.m., Wednes-
day, September 9, 1964,
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I hereby designate Hon. August E. Johan-
gen to serve on said subcommittee in the
place of Mr. Schadeberg at the hearing sched-
uled for September 9, 1964, and until such
time as Mr. Schadeberg can resume his serv-
ice on said subcommittee.

E. E. WILLIS,

Chairman, Committee on Un-American

Activities,

5. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the aforesald sub-
committee of the Committee on Un-American
Activities, held on November 18, 1964:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities met in executive session
on Wednesday, November 18, 1964, in room
2256 of the Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, D.C., at 11 am. The following
members were present: Mr. Pool, chairman;
Mr. Ichord (entered at 11:30 am.); Mr.
Schadeberg., Mr. Johansen was also pres-
ent.

“The following members of the committee
staff were present: Francis J. McNamara, dl-
rector; Willlam Hitz, general counsel; Donald
Appell, chief investigator; Mrs. Mary Valente,
acting recording clerk.

“The director stated to the subcommittee
that it was necessary to the committee in-
quiry relating to the entry of aliens into the
United States and other matters to hear
testimony from Dagmar Wilson, Donna Allen,
and Russell A. Nixon. He explained why the
testimony of these three individuals was
necessary to the inquiry. On motion of Mr.,
Ichord, seconded by Mr. Schadeberg, the fol-
lowing resolution was unanimously adopted
by the subcommittee:

“‘Whereas, the director of the committee
explained the reasons why Dagmar Wilson,
Donna Allen, and Russell A. Nixon should
have knowledge of facts relevant and mate-
rial to the investigations and hearings au-
thorized by the committee resolution of
February 19, 1964, relating to the entry of
allens into the United States, and other mat-
ters: Now, therefore, be it

“‘Resolved, That the subcommittee is of
the opinion that the within-named persons
should be required to attend the said hear-
ings and investigations as witnesses and to
produce such books, papers, and documents,
and to give such testimony as the subcom-
mittee deems necessary; that the subcom-
mittee deems such attendance to be n
in furtherance of the committee’s legisla-
tive purposes; and that the subcommittee
authorizes subpenas to be issued therefor in
accordance with the provisions of law.

“The subcommittee agreed that Dagmar
Wilson, Donna Allen, and Russell A. Nixon
should be required to appear before the sub-
committee on December 7, 1964, In executive
session.

“The meeting adjourned at 12:25 p.m.

“JoE R. Poor,
“Chairman.
“Mrs. MARY VALENTE,
“Acting Recording Secretary.”

8. The following is a copy of the order of
the chairman of the Committee on Un-Amer-
fcan Activities, Representative Edwin E.
Willis, appointing Representative August E.
Johansen to serve on the sald subcommittee
in the place of Representative Henry C.
Schadeberg:

“To: Mr. Francls J, McNamara, Director,
Committee on Un-American Activities.

“On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon.
Joe R. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord, and Hon.
Henry C. Schadeberg to serve as a subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Un-American
Actlvities to conduct hearings as contem-
plated by the resolution adopted by the com-
mittee on the 19th day of February, 1964, re-
lating to the entry of aliens into the United
States and other matters under investigation
by the committee. Mr. Schadeberg has indi-
cated that he may be unable to serve on sald
subcommittee at its contemplated December
7, 1964, hearing, and possibly on other days,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

before and after that date, during the re-

mainder of the year when meetings and hear-

ings of the subcommittee may be held.

“I hereby designate Hon. August E, Johan-
sen to serve on the sald subcommittee in the
place of Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg for the
remainder of the year at any meetings and
hearings of the subcommittee which Mr.
Schadeberg is unable to attend.

“Given under my hand this 25th day of
November 1964,

“E. E. WILLIS,
“Chairman, Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities.

7. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the aforesald sub-
committee of the Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities, held on December 7, 1964, at
10:08 am.

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chair-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings
in the matter of entry of aliens in the United
States under walver of ineligibility, met in
room 225, Cannon House Office Building, at
10:08 am. The followlng members were
present: Joe R. Pool, chairman; Richard
Ichord, August E. Johansen. Representative
Donald C. Bruce was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator;
and Juliette P. Joray, recording clerk,

“The director advised the members that
a request had been received by the commit-
tee from Lawrence Speiser, director of the
Washington office of the American Civil Lib-
erties Union and attorney for Mrs, Dagmar
Wilson and Mrs, Donna Allen, that the hear-
ings scheduled for December 7 and 8 be can-
celed or held in public session rather than
in executive session. Following a discussion
during which the reasons for holding the
hearings in executive session were fully ex-
plored, Mr. IcHorRD moved that Mr, Spelser's
request be denied and that the hearings be
held in executive session. Mr, Johansen sec-
onded the motion and the chairman so or-
dered.

“The chief investigator briefed the mem-
bers on Russell Nixon's background,

“The subcommittee agreed to have all
three witnesses In the hearing room at the
same time for the reading of the opening
statement.

“The meetlng adjourned at 10:15 a.m,

“Jor R. Poor,
“Chairman of Subcommitiee.
“JuLIETTE P, JOREY,
“Recording Clerk.”

The following letter dated December 1,
1964, on the letterhead of the Washington
office of the American Civil Liberties Union,
and signed by Lawrence Speiser, director of
the Washington office, is the request to
which reference is made in the above min-
utes as having been received by the com-
mittee from Lawrence Speiser:

“Hon. Epwin E. WIiLLIS,

“Chairman, Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

. “Dear CHAIRMAN WiLnis: I am the attor-

ney for Mrs. Dagmar Wilson and Mrs, Donna

Allen who have been subpenaed to appear

before a subcommittee of the House Com-

mittee on Un-American Activities in an ex-
ecutlve sesslon concerning their personal
visit to the State Department in 1963 to urge
it to issue a visitor's visa to Prof. Kaoru

Yasul so that he could fulfill speaking en-

gagements all over the country.

“I have a great deal of difficulty in be-
lieving that you have authorized the issuance
of subpenas to Mrs. Wilson and Mrs., Allen
for this reason. It would seem that the open
and aboveboard personal visitation of Amer-
ican citizens to an executive agency to urge
its authorization of the entry into this coun-
try of a speaker (whose entry was later ap-
proved) should not be the basis of any con-
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gressional investigation. On its face, such
an investigation violates the first amend-
ment's protection of the right of citizens to
petition the government and the right to
hear all points of view.

“Accordingly, I respectfully request that
the hearings be canceled. In the event that
this request is not granted, then I request
on behalf of Mrs. Wilson and Mrs. Allen that
the hearings be public, rather than in execu-
tive session.

“Sincerely yours,
“LAWRENCE SPEISER,
“Director, Washington Office.”

8. The following are the minutes of a meet-
ing of the aforesald subcommittee of the
Committee on Un-American Activities held
on December 7, 1964, at 11 a.m.:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chair-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hear-
ings in the matter of entry of aliens in the
United States under waiver of ineligibility,
met on December 7, 19064, The following
members were present: Joe R. Pool, chair-
man; Richard Ichord, August E. Johansen.
Representative Donald C. Bruce was also
present.

“The staff members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; and Donald Appell, chief investi-
gator.

“The subcommittee discussed and con-
sidered again the request previously received
in a letter from Mr. Lawrence Speiser, at-
torney for Dagmar Wilson and Donna Allen,
that the hearings be canceled or held in pub-
lic. It also considered the additional re-
quests Mr, Speiser made in the hearings
prior to recess relative to a public hearing
for his clients. In addition, the subcommit-
tee considered the views and requests of Rus-
sell Nixon expressed prior to recess.

“The subcommittee, in its deliberations,
viewed these requests in the light of all rele-
vant committee resolutions and applicable
rules of the House and the committee itself,
including House rules 26(g) and 26(m), and
committee rule IV. The subcommittee con-
cluded that rule XI, 26(g), was applicable,
and that an executive session was desirable,
for reasons of national interest, because of
the area of Government operation involved,
but which could not be disclosed to the wit-
nesses at this time in any detail without vio-
lating that interest. It was also determined
that rule XI 26(m) precluded a public hear-
ing at this stage of the investigation because
the proposed area of interrogation would in-
volve persons, other than the witnesses, in a
defama’ or possibly incriminating mane
ner forbidden by the rule.

“The subcommittee unanimously con-
cluded that the hearing should be con-
tinued in executive session and the requests
of the witnesses for a public hearing denled.

“It was agreed that Mr. IcHORD would pre-
pare a statement expressing the subcommit-
tee’'s determination, which he would make
for the record when the hearing was recon-
vened at 2 p.m,

“It was agreed that, in the interim, Mr.
Icaorp would check with the parliamentar-
ian of the House to obtain his view of the
issues confronting the subcommittee and de-
termine whether or not he believed the posi-
tion adopted by the subcommittee was a
correct one.

“The meeting adjourned at approximately
11:85 a.m.

“JoE R. PooL,
“Chairman.

“JuLieTTE P. JORAY,

“Recording Secretary.”

9. The following are the minutes of the
aforesaid subcommittee of the Committee
on Un-American Activities held on December
7, 1964, at 2 p.m.:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chair-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings




1384

in the matter of entry of aliens in the United
States under waiver of ineligibility, met in
executive session in room 225, Cannon House
Office Bullding, at 2 p.m.,, on December 7,
1964

“The following members were present: Joe
R. Pool, chairman; Richard Ichord, August E.
Johansen. Representative Donald C. Bruce
was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chief investiga-
tor; and Juliette P. Joray, recording clerk,

“With further reference to the requests of
Russell Nixon and Mr. Spelser on behalf of
his clients, Mrs. Dagmar Wilson and Mrs.
Donna Allen, discussed at the meetings held
this day, Mr. Ichord reported to the sub-
committee on his contacts with the Assistant
Parliamentarian, William Cochrane, in the
absence of the Parliamentarian, Mr. Desch-
ler, Mr. Ichord stated that the Assistant
Parliamentarian advised him that by virtue
of the committee resolutions, committee
rules and applicable House rules, the sub-
committee was empowered to order an execu-
tive session.

“The committee deliberated and concluded
that there were aspects of national interest
involved which require the holding of these
hearings in executive session and that rule
XI, 26(m), was operative in that the area of
interrogation of these three witnesses might
tend to defame, degrade or incriminate per-
sons other than the witnesses. It was sug-
gested that Mr. IcHoRD prepare a statement
on behalf of the subcommittee, the contents
of which were unanimously approved by the
subcommittee, and which Mr, IcHORD was to
deliver upon the reconvening of the subcom-
mittee following the recess,

“On motion of Mr. IcHORD, seconded by Mr.
Johansen and unanimously adopted, it was
agreed that the requests of Mr. Nixon, Mrs.
Wilson, and Mrs. Allen, should again be
denied.

“The meeting recessed at 2:45 p.m.

“JoE R. PooL,
“Chairman,

“JULIETTE P. JoRAY,

“Recording Secretary.”

10. The following is an extract of the min-
utes of the aforesald subcommittee of the
Committee on Un-American Activities held
on December 7, 1964, at 4:05 p.m.:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chalr-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings
in the matter of entry of aliens in the Unlted
States under waiver of ineligibility, met in
executive session on December 7, 1964, In
room 219 of the Cannon House Office Bulld-
ing at 4:05 pm. The following members
were present: Joe R. Pool, chairman; Richard
Ichord, August E. Johansen., Representative
Donald C. Bruce was also present,

"“The staff members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator;
and Juliette P. Joray, recording clerk.

“The subcommittee was called to order by
the chairman who stated that the purpose
of the meeting was to consider what action
the subcommittee should take regarding the
refusal of Russell Nixon to be sworn or ex-
amined as a witness; and the failures of
Dagmar Wilson and Donna Allen to testify
at the hearing conducted by the said sub-
committee on the 7th day of December, 1964,
and what recommendation it would make to
the full committee regarding their citation
for contempt of the House of Representa-
tives.

“After full discussion of the testimony of
Dagmar Wilson, a motion was made by Mr.
IcHORD, seconded by Mr. Johansen, and unan-
imously carried, that a report of the facts
relating to the refusal of Dagmar Wilson
to testify to those matters required by her
subpena, be referred and submitted to the
Committee on Un-American Activities as a
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whole, with the recommendation that a re-
port of the facts relating to the refusal of
sald witness to testify to those matters re-
quired by her subpena, together with all of
the facts in connection therewith, be referred
to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, with the recommendation that the said
witness be cited for contempt of the House
of Representatives, to the end that she may
be proceeded against in the manner and form
provided by law.

“The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

“Joe R. Poor,
“Chairman.
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

11. The following is an extract of the min-
utes of a meeting of the full Committee on
Un-American Activities held on December 10,
1964, at 10 a.m.:

“The Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties met In executive sesslon on Thursday
morning, December 10, 1964, in Room 225,
Cannon House Office Building, at 10 a.m.
The following members were present: Edwin
E. Willis, chairman; Willlam Tuck, Joe R.
Pool, Richard Ichord, Donald C, Bruce.

“‘Also present were the following staff mem-
bers: Francis J. McNamara, director; William
Hitz, general counsel; Alfred M. Nittle, coun-
sel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator;
Philip Manuel, investigator; and Juliette P.
Joray, recording clerk.

“Chairman WiLrLis called the meeting to
order at 10:18 a.m. and announced that this
speclal meeting of the committee was called,
after notice to all committee members, for
the purpose of considering a recommendation
of the subcommittee headed by Mr. PooL,
looking into the entry of allens into the
United States under waiver of ineligibility,
that Russell Nixon, Dagmar Wilson, and
Donna Allen be cited for contempt because
of their refusals to testify before the sub-
committee in executive session on Monday
of this week, December 7.

“The chairman then directed Mr, Poor,
chairman of the subcommittee, to report on
the matter being considered by the com-
mittee.

“Representative PooL reported to the com-
mittee that he was chairman of the subcom-
mittee appointed by the chalrman, composed
of himself, Representatives RiIcHARD H.
Icaorp and August E. Johansen, to conduct
hearings on December 7, 1064, at Washington,
D.C., as contemplated under the resolution
adopted by the committee on the 19th day of
February 1964; that the subcommittee met in
executive session on December 7, 1964, in the
Cannon House Office Building, Washington,
D.C., to receive the testimony of Russell
Nixon, Donna Allen, and Dagmar Wilson who
had been duly subpenaed to appear as wit-
nesses before sald subcommittee; the sald
meeting of the subcommittee was attended
on December 7, 1964, by subcommittee chair-
man, Representative Joe R. Pool, and Repre-
senatives Richard H. Ichord and August E.
Johansen; that the witness, Russell Nixon,
having appeared before the subcommittee,
refused to be sworn or examined as a witness,
willfully refused to answer any question
pertinent to the question under inquiry, and
willfully refused to give any testimony
touching matters of inquiry committed be-
fore said subcommittee; that the saild Donna
Allen appeared before the subcommittee, was
administered an aflirmation as a witness by
the subcommittee chairman but willfully re-
fused to testify in response to any question
pertinent to the question or subject under
inquiry; that the said Dagmar Wilson ap-
peared before the subcommittee, was duly
sworn as a witness, and when asked to state
her name and residence for the record and
whether she was represented by counsel, she
responded to those questions, but thereupon
and thereafter willfully refused to answer
any question pertinent to the question under
inquiry and willfully refused to give any
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testimony touching matters of inquiry be-
fore sald subcommittee as required by her
subpena; that the subcommittee thereafter
met in executive session, attended by the said
subcommittee chairman, Representative
Pool, and Representatives Ichord and Jo-
hansen, being all of the members of the said
subcommittee; at which time, motions were
made and unanimously adopted with respect
to each of sald persons, to wit, Russell Nixon,
Donna Allen, and Dagmar Wilson, that a re-
port of the facts relating to the refusal of
each of them to testify before said subcom-
mittee at sald hearings after having been
summoned to appear to testify before said
subcommittee, be referred and submitted to
the Committee on Un-American Activities as
a whole, with a recommendation that a re-
port and statement of fact with reference to
the refusal of each of said witnesses to appear
to testify as aforesaid, be made to and filed
with the Speaker of the House, the House
now being adjourned sine die, in order that
the sald Speaker may certify the same under
the seal of the House, to the appropriate
US. attorney to the end that each
of said witnesses may be proceeded against
for contempt of the House of Representatives
in the manner and form provided by law.

“A motion was made by Mr. PooL, seconded
by Mr. Icaorp, that the subcommittee's re-
port of the facts relating to the refusal of
Dagmar Wilson to testify before the said sub-
committee at the hearings conducted before
it in Washington, D.C.,, on the Tth day of
December 1964 be and the same is hereby
approved and adopted, and that the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities report the
sald failure of Dagmar Wilson to the Honor-
able Joun McCorMACK, Speaker of the House
of Representatives, the House of Representa-
tives now being adjourned sine die, in order
that the said Speaker may certify the same to
the U.S, attorney for the District of
Columbia to the end that the said Dagmar
Wilson may be proceeded against in the
manner and form provided by law; and that
the chairman of this committee is hereby
authorized and directed to forward such re-
port and statement of fact constituting such
failure of Dagmar Wilson to the sald Speaker
of the House of Representatives. Following
discussion, the motion was put to a vote and
it was unanimously adopted. Mr. PooL
asked for the yeas and nays to be recorded.
The yeas and nays were taken. Mr. Willis
voted yea, Mr. Tuck voted yea, Mr. Pool
voted yea, Mr. Ichord voted yea, and Mr.
Bruce voted yea. Mr. Bruce also stated that
he was authorized to vote the proxy of Mr.
Johansen and that if he were present he
would vote yea. So the motion-was agreed
to.

“The meeting adjourned at 11:15 a.m.
“EpwiN E. WiLLS,
“Chairman.
“JULIETTE P, JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”
REPORT AND STATEMENT OF FACT OF THE CoM-~
MITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES, HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES, PURSUANT TO TITLE 2,
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 192 AND 194
CONCERNING THE FAILURE OF DONNA ALLEN

To the SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES:

The Committee on Un-American Activities,
as created and authorized by the House of
Representatives through the enactment of
Public Law 601 of the 79th Congress, Section
121, subsection (c)(2), and under House
Resolution 5 of the 88th Congress, duly
caused to be issued a subpena to Donna Al-
len. The said subpean directed Donna Al-
len to be and appear before the sald Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities, of which
the Honorable Epwin E. Wirris is chairman,
or a duly appointed subcommittee thereof,
on Monday, December 7, 1964, at the hour
of 10 a.m., at their committee room, 226 Old
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.,
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then and there to testify touching matters
of inquiry committed to sald committee, and
not to depart without leave of said com-
mittee. The subpena served upon Donna
Allen is set forth in words and figures as fol-
lows:

“UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES.

“To DoONNA ALLEN, greeting:

“Pursuant to lawful authority, you are
hereby commanded to be and appear before
the Committee on Un-American Activities of
the House of Representatives of the United
States, or a duly appointed subcommittee
thereof, on Monday, December 7, 1964, at 10
a.m., at their committee room, 226 Old House
Office Bullding, Washington, D.C., then and
there to testify touching matters of inquiry
committed to said committee, and not to de-
part without leave of sald committee.

“Hereof fall not, as you will answer your
default under the pains and penalties In such
cases made and provided.

“To Willlam Margetich, to serve and re-
turn.

“Given under my hand this 18th day of
November, in the year of our Lord, 1964.

“Joe R. PooL,
“Chairman—Chairman of Subcommit-
tee—Member Designate of the Com-
mititee on Un-American Activities of
the House of Representatives.

“If you desire a conference with a repre-
sentative of the committee prior to the date
of the hearing, please call or write to staff
director, Committee on Un-American Actlvi-
ties, Washington, D.C., telephone: Capitol
4-3121, extension 3051.”

The sald subpena was duly served as ap-
pears by the return thereof by the said
Willlam Margetich, also known as Willlam A.
Margetich, who was duly authorized to serve
the said subpena. The return of the service
by the said Willlam A. Margetich being en-
dorsed thereon, is set forth in words and
flgures, as follows:

“I made service of the within subpena by
personal service the within-named individ-
ual at her home: 3306 Rose Place N.W., Wash-
ington, D.C., at 1:15 o'clock, p.m., on the 19th
day of November 1964. Dated November 18,
1964,

“WiLLlaM A. MARGETICH,
Investigator.”

A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, composed of Represent-
ative Joe R. Pool, as chairman, Richard
Ichord and August E. Johansen, met and con-
vened in executive sesslon at or about 10 am.,
on December 7, 1964, in room 219, Cannon
House Office Building, Washington, D.C., the
sald subcommittee members all being pres-
ent. Donna Allen having been duly sum-
moned as a witness as aforesaid, was called
as a witness on that day. The sald Donna
Allen appeared before subcommittee and
and was administered on affirmation as a
witness by the subcommittee chairman, Rep-
resentative Joe R. Poor, but the said Donna
Allen willfully refused to answer any ques-
tion pertinent to the question or subject
under inquiry, and willfully refused to give
any testimony touching matters of inquiry
committed to sald committee as required by
the sald subpena.

The record of the proceedings before the
sald subcommittee on Monday, December 7,
1964, so far as it affects the witness Donna
Allen, is set forth in appendix I, which is
attached hereto and made a part hereof.

Other pertinent committee proceedings are
set forth in appendix II, attached hereto and
made a part hereof.

The foregoing willful refusal by the sald
Donna Allen to give such testimony as re-
quired, in compliance with the said subpena,
deprived the committee of necessary and per-
tinent testimony regarding matters which
the sald committee was instructed by law
and House resolution to investigate, and
places the said witness, Donna Allen, in con-
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tempt of the House of Representatives of
the United States.

Pursuant to resolution of the Committee
on Un-American Activities adopted at a
meeting duly held on December 10, 1964, &
copy of which is set forth in appendix II,
this report and statement of fact constitut-
ing the failure of Donna Allen is herewith
transmitted to and filed with the Honorable
JoEN W. McCorMAaCK, Speaker of the House
of Representatives, the House of Representa-
tives having adjourned sine die on October
3, 1964, and not being now in sesslon, so
that the Speaker may certify the same under
the seal of the House to the U.S. attorney
for the District of Columbia, pursuant to
title 2, United States Code, sections 192 and
194, to the end that the said Donna Allen
may be proceeded against for contempt of
the House of Representatives in the manner
and form provided by law.

Respectfully submitted this 10th day of
December 1964.

E. E. WiLLIS,
Chairman, Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities.
APPENDIX I
EXECUTIVE SESSION, ENTRY oF ALIENS INTO
1-:-::4 UNITED STATES, MoNDAY, DECEMBER T,
196

U.S. House oOF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE CoMMIT-
TEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES,

Washington, D.C.

A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities met, pursuant to call,
at 10 a.m., in room 219, Cannon Building,
Washington, D.C., Hon. JoE PooL (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Joe Pool, of Texas; Richard H.
Ichord, of Missouri; and August E, Johansen,
of Michigan.

Staff members present: Francis J. McNa-
mara, director, Alfred M. Nittle, counsel, and
Donald T. Appell, investigator.

Mr. PooL. The committee will come to
order.

Before we get started I have an opening
statement I want to read and I would like
to know if Donna Allen, Dagmar Wilson, and
Russell Nixon are in the room? Will you
identify yourselves.

Mrs. Winson. My name is Dagmar Wilson.

Mrs. ALLEN. Donna Allen.

Mr. Nixon. Nixon.

Mr. PooL. The Internal Security Act of
1950, a bill reported by this committee, con-
tained provisions which barred aliens of cer-
tain types from admission to the United
States either as immigrants or an nonimmi-
grant visitors.

The Congress subsequently incorporated
these provisions in Public Law 414 of the 82d
Congress, generally known as the McCarran-
Walter Act or the Immigration and National-
ity Act of 1952,

Section 212, subsection (a), paragraphs
(27) and (29) of that act classify certain
types of aliens as inadmissible to this coun-
try and not subject to admission under pro-
visions found elsewhere in the act; namely,
paragraph (28) of the same subsection and
paragraph (3) of subsection (d).

Section 212, subsection (a), paragraph
(28) of the act also classifies certain types of
aliens as inadmissible. However, it contains
a subparagraph (I) which grants to the
Attorney General, on recommendation of
the consular officer, the authority to issue
them entry visas under certain conditions.
This subparagraph provides, however, that
their admission must always be “in the pub-
lic interest.” In addition, it applies only
to allens inadmissible under paragraph (28).

Section 212(d)(3) grants the Attorney
General, on recommendation of the consular
officer or the Secretary of State, discretion-
ary power to waive the inadmissibility of
certain aliens described in section 212(a)
except for those barred under paragraphs
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(27) and (29) of that section. Such waiver,
however, applies only to temporary or non-
immigrant visas.

Information which has been brought to
the attention of the Committee on Un-
American Activities indicates that the discre-
tionary authority of the consular officer or
the Secretary of State to recommend, and of
the Attorney General to approve, the issuance
of nonimmigrant visas are possibly being
abused.

Preliminary investigation by the commit-
tee, authorized by the chairman several
months ago, ralses serlous questions as to
whether the intent of Congress is being fol-
lowed in the admission to this country of
aliens under the above-mentioned sections of
the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952.

The investigation has also raised the ques-
tlon of whether the available background
information on certain aliens temporarily
admitted to this country is being properly
evaluated. This may be resulting in certain
aliens being classified as ineligible under
paragraph (28)—and therefore eligible for a
waiver—when they properly come under
paragraphs (27) or (29) and are therefore
ineligible for admisslon under walver.

This hearing was authorized by the com-
mittee at a meeting held on February 19,
1964. The minutes of that meeting read, in
part, as follows:

“A motion was made by Hon. WiLLiam
M. Tuck, seconded by Hon. Henry C.
Schadeberg, and unanimously carried au-
thorizing the holding of hearings in Wash-
ington, D.C,, or at such other place or places
as the chairman may designate, on such date
or dates as the chairman may determine, in-
cluding the conduct of investigations deemed
reasonably necessary by the staff in prepa-
ration therefor, related to the following:

“1. Strategy, tactics, and activities of mem-
bers of the Communist Party and Commu-
nist organizations in alding the entry into
the United States of aliens inadmissible un-
der the provisions of the Immigration and
Nationality Act;

“2. Becurlty aspects of the temporary ad-
mission to the United States of allens who
are inadmissible under provisions of the Im-
migration and Natlonality Act, for the legis-
lative purpose of determining whether the
exigencies of the situation require a
strengthening of the security provisions of
the Immigration and Nationality Act;

“3. The execution by the administrative
agencies concerned of the security provisions
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, and
all other laws, the subject matter of which
is within the jurisdiction of the committee,
the legislative purpose being to exercise con-
tinuous watchfulness of the execution of
those laws to assist the Congress in apprais-
ing the administration of such laws, and in
developing such amendments or related leg-
islation as it may deem necessary; and

“4, Any other matter within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee which it or any sub-
committee thereof appointed to conduct
those hearings may designate.”

The order appointing the subcommittee to
conduct these hearings is as follows:

“To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara, Director,
Committee on Un-American Activities.

“Pursuant to the provisions of the law
and the rules of this committee, I hereby
appoint a subcommittee of the Committee
on Un-American Activities, consisting of
Hon. Richard Ichord and Hon. Henry C.
Schadeberg as associate members, and Hon.
Joe R. Pool, as chairman, to conduct a
hearing in Washington, D.C., on Thursday,
March 12, 1964, at 3 p.m., as contemplated by
the resolution adopted by the committee on
the 19th day of February 1964, relating to the
entry of aliens into the United States and
other matters under investigation by the
committee, and take such testimony on sald
day or succeeding days as it may deem
necessary.
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“Please make this action a matter of com-
mittee record.

“If any member indicates his inability to
serve, please notify me.

“Given under my hand this 11th day of
March 1964.

“EpwiN E. WILLIS,
“Chairman, Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities.”

I also have a memorandum to Mr. Francis
J. McNamara, Director, Committee on Un-
American Activities,

“On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon, Joe
R. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord, and Hon.
Henry C. Schadeberg to serve as a Subcom-
mittee on Un-American Activities to conduct
hearings as contemplated by the resolution
adopted by the committee on the 19th day
of February 1964, relating to the entry of
aliens into the United States and other mat-
ters under investigation by the committee.
Mr. Schadeberg has indicated that he may
be unable to serve on sald subcommittee at
its contemplated December 7, 1964, hearing,
and possibly on other days, before and after
that date, during the remainder of the year
when meetings and hearings of the sub-
committee may be held.

“I hereby designate Hon. August E, Johan-
sen to serve on the said subcommittee in the
place of Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg for the
remainder of the year at any meetings and
hearings of the subcommittee which Mr.
Schadeberg is unable to attend.

“Given under my hand this 25th day of
November 1964.

“EpwiN E. WILLIS,
“Chairman, Commitiee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities.”

Mr, Speiser, the subcommittee has met
and considered your letter which is dated
December 1, 1964, and has denied your re-
quest for a public hearing due to the fact
that rule 26 is involved, which this com-
mittee has been very zealous in following,
due to the fact that derogatory information
might be revealed during these hearings, so
your request has been denied.

Do you have any other reason or any other
requests to make of the committee at this
time?

Mr. SPeISEr. Yes, sir. Has the committee
made a determination under rule IV of the
committee’s rules that a public hearing
might endanger national security?

Mr. PooL. I did not get your statement.

Mr, Sperser. Has the committee made a
determination under rule IV of the com-
mittee's rules of procedure that a public
hearing might endanger national security?

Mr. PooL. You are asking me something
here that might have taken place in execu-
tive session and I am not at liberty to an-
swer your question unless the committee
decides to make it public. That would be
my answer to that.

Mr. SpeisEr. I would like to make a motion
then that the committee cannot properly
hold an executive session unless they make
such a determination and if such a determi-
nation has not been made that a public
hearing should be ordered.

Mr. IcHORD. Mr. Chairman, may I ask 1is
that the only request that he has prior to the
committee taking up its business?

Do you have any further objections to the
executive hearings?

Mr. Speiser. The objections I stated in my
letter and this is an additional one. Those
are the two objections I have to an executive
sesslon.

Mr, IcmorD. I think we should take that
under consideration, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Poor. If you have no further statement
or objections to make, then we will ask you
all to step outside and we will make a deter-
mination of what the committee wants to do.
Those are all the objections you have to
ralse before the testimony begins?

Mr. Seerser. That is on the question of
executive sesslon as compared to a public
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session. There may be other objections with
regard to particular witnesses' testimony.

Mr. Poon. What other objections do you
have at this time?

Mr. Spemser. I do not know at this time,
Mr, Chairman. I cannotsay until the matter
comes up before the committee. I can't
make a statement there.

Mr. PooL. That is a good point. Who do
you represent here now?

Mr, SpErser. I represent Mrs. Allen and
Mrs. Wilson.

Mr. Poor, All right, Mr, Nixon, do you
have counsel?

Mr, Nxox. No, sir.

Mr. Poor. Would you like to state any ob-
jections at the present time before this hear-
ing begins?

Mr. Nrmxon. I certainly assoclate myself
with the objections stated by Mr. Speiser.
I am not a lawyer. I would add the point
that 1t would be unfortunate to require this
kind of testimony, with the opprobrium of
this kind of subpena, in private without
having a full public and press view of the
proceedings. The hearing is in only one
sense private, since the committee main-
tains to itself the privilege at a date of its
own choosing, the privilege of releasing to
the press either a summary, or a partial
transecript, or a full transcript of the hear-
ings, so it is in this sense also that I would
add an objection to these proceedings go-
ing ahead in executive.

I think that the press and the public have
a right to hear the proceedings.

Mr. PooL. That is all of the objections you
have, plus the ones that you assoclated your-
self with in Mr. Spelser's case?

Mr. NmxonN. Yes, sir, I think so.

Mr. IcHORD., Mr. Chairman, I move that the
committee go into executive session for con-
sideration of the request.

Mr. Poor. All right. The witnesses and the
attorney will be excused and we will call you
back in when we get through with this de-
liberation. Make yourselves available out-
side in the hall if you will.

(At this point the witnesses and attorney
left the hearing room and the subcommittee
proceeded further in executive session, which
proceedings were not reported, following
which the witnesses and attorney returned
to the hearing room.)

Mr. Poor. The committee will come to
order.

Mr. Speiser, the subcommittee feels that
you have misinterpreted rule IV, It requires
that if the committee or a subcommittee be-
lleves interrogation of a witness in public
might endanger national security it must
then hear such witness in executive session.

It does not say that reasons of national
security are the only ones that permit or
Justify executive session hearings. For your
information we have considered all the ap-
plicable rules as the full committee did
months ago and have determined this hear-
ing will be held in executive sesslon.

Mr. Nixon's request has also been con-
sidered In the light of all applicable rules
and has been rejected.

Mr. SPE1SER. Mr. Pool, am I to understand
that a determination has been made that a
public hearing would not endanger national
security?

Mr, Poor. I have just read to you the state-
ment here that was the determination of the
subcommittee and it speaks for itself,

Mr. Speiser. I will leave my question on
the record as it is. I do not feel it was
answered. I would like to raise a question as
to the absence of a quorum at this time, Mr.
Chairman.

(At this point Representative Bruce en-
tered the hearing room.)

Mr. SperseEr. I withdraw 1t.

(At this point Representative Johansen
entered the hearing room.)

Mr. Poor. I didn’t get the last.
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Mr, Speiser. I raised the question of the
absence of a quorum because Mr, Bruce and
?:r. Johansen were not present. I withdraw

Mr. Poor. For the record there was a
quorum here. It is a subcommittee of three
members and Mr. Icaorp and myself con-
stitute a quorum.

Mr. Nixon, if you will come forth and be
sworn in, the other witnesses may be excused
temporarily until they are called.

Mr. Nmxon. Mr. Pool, I am not going to
testlfy in this executive session. I am willing
to testify In public session with the press
and the public present, but for the reasons
which I have stated here I am unwilling to
proceed in this executive session.

Mr. PooL. I will direct you to come for-
w‘s;'g and be sworn.

. Nmxon. I think my statement speaks
for itself, Mr. Pool. y

Mr. Poor. For the last time I direct you to
come forth and be sworn.

Mr, Nixon. I decline, as I have told you.

Mr. Poor. Let the record show that the
chairman requested Mr. Nixon to come forth
:nd be sworn and that he has refused to do

0.

Mr, JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, let the rec-
ord also show that all three members of the
subcommittee were present.

Mr. Poorn. Let the record so show. The
other witnesses and the attorney will leave
the room at the present time temporarily.
Mr. Nixon, you remain,

(At this point Mrs. Wilson, Mrs. Allen, and
Mr. Speiser left the room.)

Mr. IcHoRD. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the
other witnesses be called.

Mr. Poor. All right. Mr. Nixon, you will
leave the room and the staff will call the
other witness.

(At this point Mr. Nixon left the room.)

(All the witnesses and Mr. Speiser came
back into the hearing room.)

Mr. PooL. I brought you witnesses and at-
torney in here to excuse you until 2 o'clock
when we will meet back in this room.

Donna Allen, Dagmar Wilson, and Russell
Nixon, let the record show, are excused until
2 o'clock.

Mr. SPEISER. Mr. Chairman, can you tell us
at this time whether the hearing will be pub-
lic at 2 o'clock?

Mr. PooL. You are excused until 2 o’clock.
’;‘l;t's all I have to say to you at the present

2.

(Whereupon, at 11.30 a.m., the hearing was
azces;sed to reconvene at 2 p.m., the same

Y-

[After recess]

(The subcommittee reconvened at 2:50
pam., Mr, Pool, chairman of the subcommit-
tee, presiding. Committee members pres-
ent: Representatives Pool, Ichord, Johansen,
and Bruce.)

Mr. Poor. The committee will come to
order.

Mr. Poor. All right.

Will you escort Mr. Nixon on outside and
call the next witness?

Call Donna Allen,

Donna Allen, will you rise and take the
oath?

Mr. SpeiseEr. She would prefer to affirm.

Mr. Poor. All right.

Do you affirm that the testimony you are
about to glve is the truth, the whole truth,
and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. Seeiser. Mr. Chalrman, you followed
with “s0 help me God.” ¥ou have made it an
oath. You have changed the word “swear” to
“affirm,” and then added after it an af-
firmation.

Mr. PooL. You want to——

Mr. Seeiser. She wants to affirm, which is
provided for in the committee rules and in
title 1, section 1 of the United States Code.
She may affirm.




January 27, 1965

Mr. Icaorp. Let the record show that the
witness does affirm.
Mr. Poor. Do you affirm the oath as given?

TESTIMONY OF MRS, DONNA ALLEN, ACCOM-
PANIED BY LAWRENCE SPEISER, ATTORNEY AT
LAW, WASHINGTON DIRECTOR OF AMERICAN
CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, 1101 VERMONT AVE-
NUE NW., WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mrs. ALLEN, Yes, sir.

Mr. PooL. The Chair now recognizes Mr,
Ichord.

Mr. Icxorp. I have nothing at this time,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PooL. Counsel, will you proceed, then,
with the questions?

Mr, NrrrrE. Would you state your full name
and residence for the record, please?

Mr, JoHANSEN. You do not need to stand
up.

Mrs. ALLEN. Mr, Chairman, I don’t feel
that I can give any information to this
committee unless the hearing is a public
hearing and all the guestions are asked in
public and the answers that I have to give
are given in public.

Mr. IcHorp, Mr. Chairman, may I be rec-
ognized at this point, then?

Mr. PooL. Yes.

Mr. IcHoRD. Won't you be seated, Mrs. Wil-
son?

Mrs. ALLEN. My name is Mrs, Allen.

Mr. IcHORD. Mrs. Allen, I am very sorry.

I would like to state to you, Mrs. Allen,
and to your attorney, Mr, Speiser, that in the
executive session I made a statement to the
committee setting forth many reasons why I
did not believe that your request for a public
hearing should be accepted by the commit-
tee, and I also took this matter up with the
Assistant Parliamentarian, Bill Cochrane,
Mr. Lewis Deschler, the House Parliamentari-
an being out of town, and Mr. Cochrane

with me that the committee is defi-
nitely right in refusing a public session.

I would like to state to your attorney that
I believe that you have definitely miscon-
strued rule No. IV. Rule No. IV of the com-
mittee rules requires an executive hearing if
a public hearing might endanger national se-
curity.

Rule 26(m) of the House requires the hear-
ing of a congressional committee to be in
executive session if the committee deter-
mines that the evidence or testimony at any
investigative hearing may tend to defame, de-
grade, or incriminate any person.

But I would like to point out to you that
both rules do not restrict the right of a com-
mittee to hold executive sessions. There are
some aspects of national security involved in
this hearing, but it is not necessary to de-
termine whether or not the national security
would be endangered if your client, Mrs. Al-
len, is heard in public session.

We are here investigating the administra-
tion of the Immigration and Nationality Act
of 1952, and in particular the administration
of inadmissible aliens to the United States
under the walver provisions of section 212 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act.

I would like to point out to you that there
are many reasons why this hearing should be
executive. Many of them I stated in the
executive session out of your presence, which
I do not think would be proper for me to go
over at this time.

However, rule 26 I believe, iz operative, and
it is a reason why this hearing should be in
executive session, and the committee also
agrees that the national interest requires
that the meeting be held in executive session.

You have raised an issue here, I believe,
which goes to the very right of a committee
of Congress to function effectively. We can-
not permit a witness to tell the committee
whether its hearings shall be executive or
whether they shall be public. That decision
must be reserved by a committee of Congress
if it is to function effectively.

And I would advise you that your case 1s
clearly governed by rule 26(g), which I dis-
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cussed with the Assistant House Parliamen-
tarian, and he read this rule, which gives this
committee in his opinion the definite right
to hold these hearings in executive session.
Rule 26 (g) reads as follows:

“All hearings conducted by standing com-
mittees or their subcommittees shall be open
to the public, except executive sessions for
marking up bills or for voting or where the
committee by a majority vote orders an ex-
ecutive session.”

The committee by majority vote in this case
has ordered an executive session, and we con-
sidered all of the rules of the House and of
the committee In the executive session, and
the committee unanimously determined that
we would have to deny your request for a
public session.

Mr, SpeisgR. May I respond, Mr. Ichord?

Mr. IcaORD, Yes, sir.

Mr. Poor. Identify yourself first, I belleve.

Mr. Speiser. I am Lawrence Speiser. I am
the attorney for Mrs. Allen. I am the Wash-
ington Director of the American Civil Liber-
ties Union.

Mr. Poor. You are not testifying, and you
are not under oath.

Counsel, will you come here?

Mr. NrrrLE. Mr. Speiser, do you appear
here today as the attorney for the American
Civil Liberties Unilon, or do you appear in
an Individual capacity as the attorney for
Mrs. Allen?

Mr. Speiser. I appear in both capacities.
As an employee of the American Civil Lib-
erties Union I have been available to repre-
sent witnesses who have been called before
committees where we feel that the committee
hearings affect the rights under the Bill
of Rights, and for that reason I am in
effect offering myself to Mrs. Allen, and I
am representing her. There is no com-
mercial fee going between us, but I am ap-
pearing as her attorney.

Mr. Poor. What was your original ques-
tion?

Mr, Nrrrue. The question was a question
I intended to address to Mr. Speiser.

Mr, Poor. You did mot finish the ques-
tion?

Mr. Nrrree. No, but it was the question
I just asked him, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. IcHORD. Does Mr. Spelser have an
objection going to the jurisdiction of the
committee?

Mr. Speiser. I would like to respond to
your comments, if I may, Mr. IcHORD, On
the question of executive sesslon as com-
pared to a public hearing.

Mr. IcHORD. Go right ahead.

Mr. Speiser. As I read the rules of the
House, I believe that that rule, 26(g), does
not apply to the situation where you have
subpenaed witnesses to appear before the
committee, because of the specificity that
you have in rule 26(m) of the Rules of the
House and of the rules that you have for
the committee.

In a situation where you subpena wit-
nesses to appear before the committee, I
think those kinds of rules apply. As far
as rule 26(m), which you alluded to but
did not specifically rely on, Mr. ICHORD,
as I read it, and I must confess there is
some ambiguity in looking at it, I feel that
that is a situation where a witness is called
before the committee, and where the com-
mittee feels that the testimony of that
witness may tend to defame, degrade, or in-
criminate some other person, and in that
situation the committee first receives the
testimony of that person in executive ses-
sion to prevent the malicious, the false, the
unnecessary defaming, degrading, or inerim-
inating some other person.

There has been no indicatlon at all, as
far as I can see from my contacts with Mr.
McNamara, that there is any impression that
Mrs. Allen's testimony would fall within that
category, that anything that she would give
would defame, degrade, or incriminate some-
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one else, so I do not think that rule applies
for having an executive session, and that is
the reason I think that rule IV, which is
the other rule, and which is a later rule,
would apply as far as this hearing is con=-
cerned.

Now, I think that you seem to indicate,
Mr. IcHORD, that there was a national secu-
rity aspect of this, although I had posed the
question before, and I did not get a direct
response, and I thought that had been
washed out.

Mr. Icaorp, I would state to you that the
committee did not make any determination
as to whether there was with these particular
witnesses. This is a continuation of these
hearings, and there have been aspects of the
national securlty involved.

We have determined that it is within the
national interest. We did not make any
determination as to rule No. IV as concerns
you now.

Mr. Poor. I would like to state to you at
this time that all applicable rules of the
House and of the committee were considered
in our determination before the subcom-
mittee.

Is that not right, Mr. IcHORD?

Mr. IcHORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. Poon. Is that not right, Mr. Johansen?

Mr. JoHANSEN. Yes.

Mr. IcuHORD. Under rule No. IV we con-
cluded that you were not entitled to a public
session. That is a rule of the committee.

Mr. Seerser. As I understand it, because
you have used two terms, one “national in-
terest,” and then the other one, “national
security,” you have not made a determina-
tion as a committee that under rule IV this
shall be held in executive session, because
to hold a public hearing would endanger na-
tional security.

Mr. Poor. All rules of the House and of
the committee were considered in making
this determination.

Mr. SPEISER. I have responded as I think
the record should indicate, and I belleve——

Mr. JoHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, it is my
clear understanding that is the position of
the subcommittee that while rule IV for-
bids an open hearing under certain ecircum-
stances, it does not for that reason forbid
an executive hearing if it is the determina-
Eoltili of the committee that such should be

eld.

Mr, IcHORD. That is true, Mr. Johansen,
and I might say that I checked with the
Parliamentarian, and he concurred in the
committee's belief.

Mr. PooL. Anything further on your part?

Mr, Spemser. No, I am finished, Mr. Chair-
man,

Mr. PooL. All right, counsel.

Mr. NrrTLE. Mrs. Allen, would you now
state your full name and address for the
record, please?

Mrs. ALLEN. Mr, Chairman, I am unable to
give any information In a secret hearing,
because I believe that everything I have to
say, as well as the questions that are asked
of me, should be open to the public and
the press.

Mr. PooL. Mrs. Allen, I direct you as
chairman of this committee, to answer the
question as proponded to you by eounsel.

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mrs. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I am unable to
give information in executive session unless
it 1s open to the public, where the ques-
tions and my answers are known to the
publie.

Mr. JoHANSEN. Mr, Chalrman, on the face
of it, the witness’ statement is not accurate.
It is not a question of her being unable to.
She either will do it, or refuses to do it.
It is that simple, and the phraseology, “I
am unable to do it" is not adequate to the
situation.

Mr. Poor. I direct you for the last time
to answer the question as propounded to you
by counsel. :
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Mrs. ALLEN. I will accept the gentleman's
language, but I insist upon a public hear-
ing.

%dr. JouAansEN. And you refuse to answer
at this hearing?

Mrs. ALLEN. I insist on a public hear-
ing.

gd.’r, JoHANSEN. And you refuse to answer
here and now?

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mr. JoHANSEN. Is that so?

Mrs. ALLEN, Irefuse to answer In an execu-
tive session.

Mr. Poor, Next question, counsel.

Mr. Nrrrie, Mr. Speiser, I want to clarify
for the record a statement you have made,
and I want to do this in your presence and
in the presence of your client.

Did I understand you to say that the com-
mittee has merely alluded to rule 26(m),
and that you did not understand it to make
a specific finding that that rule was appli-
cable in this case?

Mr. Speexsgr. That was my impression. As
I understand it, the committee was not rely-
ing alone on any single rule, and did not
make a finding with respect to any single
rule, but you in effect said the executive ses-
sion is based on all applicable rules of the
committee and in particular the only allusion
that you made in which you made a specific
finding was on rule 26(g).

Am I correct in that?

Mr. IcxorD. As I understand the action of
the committee, we did find under 26(m)
specifically, and also under rule 26(g), and
all of the other rules. We are ruling on your
request for a public session under all of the
House rules. That takes into considera-
tion 26(m), and the committee rules, and
the House rules.

We have ruled that you are not entitled
to a public session, and I might—of course
you are an attorney advising your client—
advise you that the House Parllamentarian
concurred in the statement that I have just
made.

In other words, Mr. Speiser, a committee of
Congress has the right to determine wheth-
er its meetings shall be executive or in pub-
lic session.

There are many reasons why in the public
interest, in the national interest, these hear-
ings should be in executive session.

Mr. NirTLE. Will the fact that the commit-
tee has made a specific finding that para-
graph 26(m) of rule XI of the House is ap-
plicable, and that the testimony sought to
be elicited from the witness, Mrs. Donna Al-
len, may and will tend to defame, and de-
grade, and Incriminate other persons alter
your advice to your client?

If so, we would ask you to retire and con-
sider it. Before you do so, however, I want
to ask you a further question.

Did I understand you to say that the staff
director of this committee, Mr. Francis Me-
Namara, advised you that rule 26(m) would
not be applicable?

Mr. Speiser. No, I did not say that, and I
do not think that Mr. McNamara intended
that. My contact with Mr. McNamara was
two phone calls, but primarily the informa-
tion I received from him was that the com-
mittee was interested in the fact that Mrs.
Allen had gone to the State Department to
urge that either a visa or a waiver of a deter-
mination of nonentry be given to a Professor
Yasul last year, and on the basis of that
statement of Mr. McNamara's I cannot see
how rule 26(m) applies, and I have two
answers to the first part of your question, if
I may give them, Mr. Nittle.

The first one is that if the committee is
interpreting rule 26(m) in terms of defam-
ing, degrading, or incriminating the witness
who is subpenaed before the committee, I
think that the committee s misinterpreting
the House rule, and secondly, I think that
the committee and other committees In the
past then have been continuously misin-
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terpreting the House rule by calling people
before the committee who the committee has
known would be defamed, or degraded, or in-
criminated by being called before the com-
mittee.

My feeling is, and my legal opinion is, that
rule 26(m) was intended to protect the
names of other people who would be named
in the testimony of an indvidual called before
the committee.

I have a second point, which is that if
the committee is thinking in terms of rely-
ing on rule 26(m) in citing Mrs. Allen for
contempt, then I would say that you cannot
do it, because if this rule is as ambiguous
as it appears to be, I think that the commit-
tee has falled to follow the rules that due
process would dictate, and the House has
failed in having a clear unambiguous rule,
so that an individual would know his rights
in a hearing before a congressional commit-
tee.

I think because of that ambiguity that
rule 26(m), both as it has been interpreted
in the past and in your suggestions to us
today, is so vague and ambiguous you ecan-
not rely on that in holding a person in con-
tempt for violating 1it.

Mr. IcHorD. Mr. Speiser, I would state to
you that the witness is not called before
this committee to be prosecuted. This is
an investigative hearing. The witness is not
a defendant. The committee has ruled that
rule 26(m) is operative, and even if it is not
operative, the committee has other reasons
for holding this hearing in executive session,
which I discussed in the executive commit-
tee meeting, and we are relying on all of the
rules of the House in denying your request
for a public hearing, and the rules of the
committee, also, so I think you should advise
your client accordingly, which I am sure you
will,

Mr. Sperser. Thank you for the courtesy.
We have discussed this, and I belleve that
Mrs. Allen has determined what her posi-
tion would be in the light of our consulta-
tions before we reached here.

Mr. NrrrieE. I want to state further, Mr.
Speiser, in the presence of your client, that
I have just talked to Mr. McNamara, and he
advises me that he at no time advised you
that interrogation of Mrs. Allen would not
involve other persons in a defamatory, de-
grading, or incriminatory manner.

Mr. Speiser, If the hearing is concerned, as
I was under the impression in talking with
Mr, McNamara, to this visit by Mrs. Allen
to the State Department, and I have some
difficulty in determining how there would
be defamation, or degradation, or inerimi-
nation of some other person, then I feel that
the committee is under an obligation to indi-
cate in some fashion before the hearing
starts, so that you could have an executive
session as to——

Mr. Poor. I answered that.
statement covered that.

Mr. IcHorD. Mr. Speiser, your contention
would put the committee in a very difficult
position. Oftentimes when we hold execu-
tive sessions, we have been accused of con-
ducting star chamber proceedings. Then
when we hold a public session, we are ac-
cused of subjecting the witness to publie
contempt.

Now, I might say that in this hearing the
witness was subpenaed. It is my informa-
tion from the staff, and I asked the staff
specifically to glve me a report on this, that
there was no relief made of these subpenas
being authorized by the committee, and cer-
tainly she would have been outside the glare
of any adverse publicity which might have
come her way if she contends that appear-
ing before this committee subjected her to
public contempt, but those are not the rea-
sons. There are reasons in this case which
are set out in the rules why we want the
hearings in executive session.

I think perhaps we understand one an-
other as far as the law is concerned.

My opening
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Mr. PooL. Has she answered your last ques-
tion?

Mr. NITTLE. Yes.

Mr. PooLr. She refused to answer, I belleve,
did she not? ¢

Mr. NitTLE. No, she has refused to testify
Dtn the basis that she demands a public ses-
sion.

Mr. PooL. Ask another question, counsel.

Mr. NirTrE, I want to make clear to Mr.
Speiser he has raised a question as to
whether this inquiry would involve other
persons in a derogatory or incriminating
manner. I want to state to him that the
prinecipal inquiry is as was outlined to you
very briefly by the staff director, but an in-
quiry into those circumstances will involye
other persons possibly in a degrading or
incriminatory fashion, and the committee
has made its determination under 26(m)
that this hearing should be conducted in
executive session for that reason,

Mr. PooL. Now ask your next question.

I think we should go back and ask her
her name again,

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mr. NrrTrLE. Would you state your full name
and residence for the record, please?

Mrs. ALLEN, Mr. Chairman, in no possible
way would any testimony that I would give
or information be derogatory or defamatory
to any individual,

I refuse to give any information or testi-
mony except in a public hearing.

Mr. PooL. I direct you to answer the ques-
tion that counsel asked you.

Mrs. ALLEN. I refuse to give any informa-
tion or testimony except in a public hearing.

Mr. PooLr. I will direct you one more time
to answer the question, and of course your
counsel is sitting there, and he can advise
you as to your rights and of any possible
prosecution for contempt of this Co

(The witness conferred with her counsel. )

Mrs. ALLEN I refuse to give any informa-
tion or testimony except in public hearing.

Mr. PooL. All right.

Mr. NirTLE. Mr, Speiser, we want to further
clarify your conversation with Mr, Me-
Namara. Do you claim that Mr., McNamara
stated that Mrs, Allen would be asked no
questions except one concerning what actu-
ally transpired in the course of her wvisit to
the State Department?

Mr. Speiser. I do not belleve Mr. Mec-
Namara saild that, but this was the implica~-
tion that I received, that the reason that
Mrs, Allen, and I might say Mrs. Wilson, were
called was concerning their visit to the State
Department to urge the issuance of a waiver
or a visa to Professor Yasul.

Mr. Nrrrie. I think I should clarify one
further thing. Mrs. Allen has indicated that
she is not aware, and so far as she knows,
none of her testlmony would invelve cther
persons, in the light set forth in rule XI,
26(m). 1 want to advise her that her inter-
rogation proposes to go into certaln matters
which. in our judgment, would involve other
persons in such a light.

You are aware that the committee is seek-
ing to ascertain facts relating to the strategy,
tactics, and activities of members of the
Communist Party and Communist organiza-
tions in alding the entry Into the United
States of allens generally inadmissible under
the provisions of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

We are today particularly inguiring into
the circumstances surrounding the entry
into the United States of Prof. Kaourl
Yasui, who has actively served the world
Communist movement and its front organi-
zations.

Mr. Poor. Mrs. Allen, you were here when
I read my opening statement and covered the
investigation, as to what we were attempt-
ing to do here, and with that in mind, do
you still refuse to answer as to your name?

{The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mrs. ALLEN, Yes, sir.
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Mr. Poor. I direct you to answer the ques-
tion that counsel put to you in regard to
asking your name.

Mrs, ALLEN. Yes, sir.

I will not give any information or testi-
mony except in public hearing.

Mr. PooL. You refuse to answer?

Mrs. ALLEN. Yes, sir, for that reason.

Mr. JoHANSEN. If you were asked questions
which involved derogatory information or
information which tended to degrade and
defame other persons, would you refuse to
answer those?

Mrs. ALLEN. My dear sir, I have no deroga-
tory or defamatory information to my knowl-
edge about anyone.

Mr, JoHANSEN. I did not ask you that. I
asked you if you were asked questions which
involved that sort of information, would you
refuse to answer in executive session?

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mrs. ALLEN. I don't know how to answer a
hypothetical question, sir.

Mr. JoHANSEN. It is very clear from the
statement of the chairman and counsel that
there are questlons of that character that
would be asked.

That is all I have.

Mr. IcHORD. Let me ask the counsel a ques-
tion.

It is your position that the witness does
not come under 26(m), and that it is not a
26(m) hearing? Then if the witness de-
mands a public hearing, the committee has
to grant a public hearing?

Mr. Spe1sEr. I am frank to say—

Mr. IcaHorD. And under rule No. IV?

Mr. Seeiser. I don't quite know what
26(m) does mean, and I don't think anybody
else does. I think 26(m) is vague and am-
blguous, and I think that the House is
hoisted by its own petard on 26(m) for that
reason.

Mr. Icaorp. I am not trying to tell you how
to practice law or advise your witness, but I
pointed out 26(g), which in the opinion of
the committee and in the opinion of the
House Parliamentarian gives the committee
the discretion to hold an executive session.
That is what the committee has held, and
that 1s why we are demanding that your client
testify.

Mr. Speiser. If 26(g) gives the committee
the authority in its absolute discretion to
determine when it will hold executive ses-
sions, then 26(m) means nothing, and it
should not be in there, but if 26(m) has
some validity, then I think it does amend
the power of the committee to operate in
determining when executive sessions are held.

You do not pass rules for the mere sake of
passing rules. There must be a reason for it.
And I think that 26(m) is a rule which re-
quires the committee to give some kind of
indication that the testimony of a witness
about a subject which has been announced
by the committee may tend to defame, or
degrade, or incriminate someone, and there
is no indication of that at all, if I interpret
correctly the kind of information which Mrs,
Allen is ready to give the committee in an
open, public hearing.

Mr. Icuorp. Of course that is a determina-
tion for the committee to make, not you, and
the committee has decided that it is in the
national interest to hold these hearings in
executive session.

Mr. Speiser. The committee, I might sug-
gest, has to be concerned as to whether it has
this information available to present to a
court of law to justify holding the executive
sessions, because I think the committee is
going to be placed in that position.

Mr. IcHORD. I believe I read In executive
sesslon some very compelling reasons, and I
advised you why these hearings should be
in executive session, and with that I would
ask you again to advise your client accord-
ingly, under possible penalty of contempt.

I want to be completely fair to you and to
the witness.
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Mr. SeeisEr. I appreciate your concern, Mr.
Ichord.

Mr. NrrtLE. May I also state, Mr. Chair-
man, and to Mrs. Allen, that the gquestion-
ing is expected to involve the activitles of
persons in organizations designated or
known as Communist or subversive.

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mr. Nrrrie. Mrs. Allen, did you hear the
statement that I made, and did you under-
stand it?

Mrs. ALLEN. I heard you, yes.

Mr. IcaorDp. I might add, Mr. Counsel, that
I personally do not think that the witness
testimony in public session would endanger
the public security, but this is one of several
hearings, and there are other compelling rea-
sons why these should be in executive
session.

Go ahead with your questioning,
Counsel.

Mr. Poor. I am going to ask you for the
last time, and I am going to direct you for
the last time, to answer the question that
counsel asked you.

Mrs. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to give
any information or testimony in an executive
hearing, but I will be willing to in public
hearing.

Mr. Poor. You refuse to answer any ques-
tions asked to you by counsel or by the
committee?

Mrs. ALLEN. Unless it is

Mr.

4 in a public
hearing.

Mr. Poor. All right. With that you may
take the witness outside, and call Dagmar
‘Wilson,

Mr. Nrrrre. One more question of the wit-
ness.

Do you make that statement and come to
that conclusion irrespective of the fact that
the interrogation may tend to incriminate,
degrade, or defame other persons?

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mrs. ArLEN, I don’t understand. I don't
understand your question.

Mr. NrrroE. The question was whether you
take the position you do, that you will not
testify in executive session, whether that
position is taken irrespective of the fact that
the interrogation that I propose to enter
into with you will involve the activities of
persons in organizations designated or known
as Communist or subversive, and that may
reflect upon such persons?

(The witness conferred with her counsel.)

Mrs. ALLEN. As I sald before, I know of no
information that would be either derogatory
or defamatory about anyone. I couldn't pos-
sibly give any testimony that would degrade
or defame anyone, and therefore I must re-
fuse to testify or give any information at all
except in a public hearing.

Mr. NrrTLE. It is not a question of whether
you know any information that is derogatory,
but whether the testimony and evidence to
be elicited in the interrogation will reflect
upon other persons, a fact known to the com-
mittee, and upon which basis it made its
determination.

Mrs. Arren. I don't know what the com-
mittee knows, but I only know that I have no
such information.

Mr. IcHORD. Mr. Counsel, may I state this
to her counsel?

Irrespective of whether there would be any
information which would incriminate or dis-
parage any other person, there are very perti-
nent reasons why these hearings should be
in executive session. I have explained that
to the counsel. She desires not to testify,
and I ask that you call the next witness,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PooL. Tell the witnesses they are ex-
cused.

(Whereupon, at 4:06 p.m., the subcom-
mittee adjourned, subject to call of the
Chair.)

ArPPENDIX IT

1. The following is an extract from the

minutes of a meeting of the Committee on

1389

Un-American Activities held on February 26,
1963:

“The Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles met In executive session on Tuesday,
February 26, 1963, at 8 p.m., in room 225
of the Old House Office Building. The fol-
lowing members were present: Clyde Doyle,
acting chairman; Willlam M. Tuck, Joe R.
Pool, August E. Johansen, Henry C. Schade-
berg.

“Also present were the following staff mem.
bers: Francis J. McNamara, director; Frank
S. Tavenner, Jr., general counsel; Juliette P.
Joray, recording clerk; and Rosella A, Purdy,
secretary.

“The acting chairman opened the meeting
at 3:20 pm. and explained to the members
present that the meeting was called to con-
sider several resolutions necessary to the re-
organization of the committee for the 88th
Congress.

“On motion of Mr. Tuck and seconded by
Mr, Johansen, the following resolution was
unanimously adopted, with Mr. Doyle voting
the proxy of Mr. Walter and Mr. Tuck voting
the proxy of Mr, Willis:

“‘Resolved, That the chairman be author-
ized and empowered from time to time to
appoint subcommittees composed of three or
more members of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, at least one of whom
shall be of the minority political party, and
& majority of whom shall constitute a
quorum, for the purpose of performing any
and all acts which the committee as a whole
is authorized to perform.’

“On motion of Mr. Tuck and seconded by
Mr. Johansen, the following resolution was
unanimously adopted, with Mr. Doyle voting
the proxy of Mr. Walter and Mr. Tuck voting
the proxy of Mr. Willis:

““Resolved, That authority is hereby dele-
gated to each subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Un-American Activities which here-
after may be appointed to determine by a
majority vote thereof whether the hearings
conducted by it shall be open to the public
or shall be in executive session, and all testi-
mony taken and all documents introduced
in evidence in such an executive session shall
be received and given as full consideration
for all purposes as though introduced in open
session.’

“On motion made by Mr. Johansen, and
seconded by Mr. Poor, the following resolu-
tion was unanimously adopted, with Mr.
Doyle voting the proxy of Mr. Walter, and
Mr. Tuck voting the proxy of Mr. Willis:

“‘Resolved, That the rules of procedure re-
vised by the Committee on Un-American
Activities during the Pirst Session of the
87th Congress and printed under the title of
“Rules of Procedure—Committee on TUn-
American Activities,”” together with all ap-
plicable provisions of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946, as amended, be, and
they are hereby, adopted as the Rules of the
Committee on Un-American Activities of the
House of Representatives of the 88th Con-
gress.’

“The committee adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

“E. E. WrmLLis®
“Acting Chairman,

“JULIETTE P, JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

A copy of the aforesald “Rules of Proce-
dure—Committee on Un-American Activ-
ities,” as revised in 1961, and as adopted in
the foregoing resolution is attached to this
Appendix and made a part hereof, marked as
“Exhibit A.”

2. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the Committee on
Un-American Activities held on February 19,
1964:

“The Committee on Un-American Activ-
itles met in executive session on Wednesday,
February 19, 1064, in room 856 of the Cannon

1Mr. WirLs succeeded Mr. Doyle as acting
chairman upon Mr. Doyle's decease,
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House Office Bullding at 4:20 pm. The fol-
lowing members were present: Edwin E. Wil-
lis, Chairman; William Tuck, Joe Pool, Rich-
ard Ichord, Henry Schadeberg.

“The following staff members were present:
Francis J. McNamara, director; Frank S.
Tavenner, Jr., general counsel; and Alfred
M. Nittle, counsel.

“A motion was made by Mr. TUCK, seconded
by Mr. Schadeberg, and unanimously carried
authoriging the holding of hearings in
Washington, D.C., or at such other place or
places as the chairman may designate, on
such date or dates as the chairman may
determine, including the conduct of investi-
gations deemed reasonably necessary by the
stafl in preparation therefor, relating to the
following:

“1, Strategy, tactics and activities of mem-
bers of the Communist Party and Commu-
nist organizations in alding the entry into
the United States of aliens inadmissible un-
der the provisions of the Immigration and
Natlonality Act;

“9, Security aspects of the temporary ad-
mission to the United States of aliens who
are inadmissible under provisions of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, for the legis~
lative purpose of determining whether the
exigencies of the situation require a
strengthening of the security provisions of
the Immigration and Nationality Act;

“3, The execution by the administrative
agencies concerned of the security provisions
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, and
all other laws, the subject matter of which is
within the jurisdiction of the committee,
the legislative purpose being to exercise con-
tinuous watchfulness of the execution of
these laws to assist the Congress in apprais-
ing the administration of such laws, and in
developing such amendments or related leg-
islation as it may deem necessary; and

“4, Any other matter within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee which it or any sub-
committee thereof appointed to conduct
these hearings may designate.

“The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

“EpwinN E. WILLIS,
“Chairman.

“Francis J. McNAMARA,
“Director.”

3. The following is a copy of the order of
the chairman of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, Representative Epwin
E. Wmris, appointing a subcommittee to
conduct a hearing as contemplated by the
foregoing resolution of February 19, 1964.

Marca 11, 1964.
To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara,
Director, Committee on TUn-American
Activitiea,

Pursuant to the provisions of the law and
the rules of this committee, I hereby ap-
point a subcommittee of the Committee on
Un-American Activities, consisting of Hon.
Richard Ichord and Hon. Henry C. Schade-
berg as associate members, and Hon. Joe R.
Pool, as chalrman, to conduct a hearing In
Washington, D.C.,, on Thursday, March 12,
1964, at 3 p.m., as contemplated by the reso-
lution adopted by the committee on the 19th
day of February 1964, relating to the entry
of allens into the United States and other
matters under investigation by the commit-
tee and take such testimony on said day or
succeeding days as it may deem necessary.

Please make this action a matter of com-
mittee record.

If any member indicates his inability to
serve, please notify me.

Given under my hand this 11th day of
March 1964.

E. E. WiLL1s,

Chairman, Commitiee on Un-American
Activities.

4. The following is a copy of the order of
the chairman of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, Representative Edwin
E. Willis, designating Representative August
E. Johansen to serve on the aforesald sub-
committee until such time as Representa-
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tive Henry C. Schadeberg can resume his
service on sald subcommittee:
BSEPTEMBER 4, 1964,
To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara,
Director, Committee on Un-American
Activities.

On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon. Joe
R. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord and Hon, Henry
C. Schadeberg to serve as a subcommittee of
the Committee on Un-American Activities to
conduct hearings as contemplated by the
resolution adopted by the committee on the
19th day of February, 1964, relating to the
entry of aliens into the United States and
other matters under investigation by the
committee. Mr. Schadeberg has notified me
of his inability to serve on said subcommittee
at its hearing scheduled for 10 am,,
Wednesday, September 9, 1964.

I hereby designate Hon. August E. Johan-
sen to serve on sald subcommittee in the
place of Mr. Schadeberg at the hearing sched-
uled for September 9, 1964, and until such
time as Mr. Schadeberg can resume his service
on sald subcommittee.

E. E. WiLL1s,
Chairman, Committee on Un-American
Activities.

The following is an extract from the min-
utes of a meeting of the aforesaid subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Un-American
Activities, held on November 18, 1964:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Actlivities met in executive session
on Wednesday, November 18, 1964, in room
225 of the Cannon House Office Bulilding,
Washington, D.C., at 11 am. The following
members were present: Mr. Pool, chalrman;
Mr. Ichord (entered at 11:30 am.), Mr,
Schadeberg. Mr. Johansen was also present.

“The following members of the committee
staff were present: Francis J. McNamara,
director; Willlam Hitz, general counsel; Don-
ald Appell, chief investigator; Mrs. Mary Va-
lente, acting recording clerk.

“The director stated to the subcommittee
that it was necessary to the committee in-
quiry relating to the entry of aliens into the
United States and other matters to hear
testimony from Dagmar Wilson, Donna Allen,
and Russell A, Nixon. He explained why the
testimony of these three individuals was nec-
essary to the inquiry. On motion of Mr.
IcHORD, seconded by Mr. Schadeberg, the fol-
lowing resolution was unanimously adopted
by the subcommittee:

“ “‘Whereas the director of the committee
explained the reasons why Dagmar Wilson,
Donna Allen, and Russell A. Nixon should
have knowledge of facts relevant and material
to the investigations and hearings authorized
by the committee resolution of February 19,
1964, relating to the entry of aliens into the
United States, and other matters: Now, there-
fore, be 1t

“ ‘Resolved, That the subcommittee s of
the opinion that the within-named persons
should be required to attend the saild hear-
ings and investigations as witnesses and to
produce such books, papers, and documents,
and to give such testimony as the subcom-
mittee deems necessary; that the subcommit-
tee deems such attendance to be nec
in furtherance of the committee's legislative
purposes; and that the subcommittee au-
thorizes subpenas to be issued therefor in
accordance with the provisions of law.'

“The subcommittee agreed that Dagmar
Wilson, Donna Allen, and Russell A. Nixon
should be required to appear before the sub-
committee on December 7, 1964, in executive
session.

“The meeting adjourned at 12:25 p.m.

“Joe E. PooL,
“Chairman.
“Mrs. MARY VALENTE,
“Acting Recording Secretary.”

6. The following is a copy of the order of
the chalrman of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, Representative Epwin E.
‘WiLLis, appolinting Representative August E.
Johansen to serve on the said subcommittee
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in the place of Representative Henry C.

Schadeberg:

“To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara, director,
Committee on Un-American Activities.

“On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon. Joe
E. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord, and Hon.
Henry C. Schadeberg to serve as a subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Un-American
Activities to conduct hearings on contem-
plated by the resolution adopted by the
committee on the 19th day of February 1064,
relating to the entry of allens into the
United States and other matters under in-
vestigation by the committee. Mr. Schade-
berg has indlcated that he may be unable
to serve on said subcommittee at its contem-
plated December 7, 1964, hearing, and possi-
bly on other days, before and after that date,
during the remainder of the year when meet-
ings and hearings of the subcommittee may
be held.

“I hereby designate Hon. August E. Johan-
sen to serve on the said subcommittee in the
place of Hon. Henry C, Schadeberg for the
remainder of the year at any meetings and
hearings of the subcommittee which Mr.
Schadeberg is unable to attend,

“Given under my hand this 25th day of
November 1964,

“E. E. WIiLLIs,
“Chairman, Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities.”

7. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the aforesaid sub-
committee of the Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities, held on December 7, 1964, at
10:08 a.m.

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chair-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings
in the matter of entry of aliens in the United
States under waiver of ineligibility, met in
room 225, Cannon House Office Building at
10:08 o'clock am. The following members
were present: Joe R. Pool, chairman; Richard
Ichord, August E. Johansen. Representative
Donald G. Bruce was also present.

“The staffl members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chief investiga-
tor; and Jullette P, Joray, recording clerk,

“The director advised the members that a
request had been received by the committee
from Lawrence Speiser, director of the
Washington office of the American Civil
Liberties Union and attorney for Mrs. Dag-
mar Wilson and Mrs. Donna Allen, that the
hearings scheduled for December 7 and 8 be
canceled or held in public session rather
than in executive session. Following a dis-
cussion during which the reasons for hold-
ing the hearings in executive sessions were
fully explored, Mr. IcHorp moved that Mr.
Speiser’s request be denled and that the
hearings be held in executive session. Mr.
Johansen seconded the motion and the
chairman so ordered.

“The chief investigator briefed the mem-
bers of Russell Nixon's background.

“The subcommittee agreed to have all
three witnesses in the hearing room at the
same time for the reading of the opening
statement.

“The meeting adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

“JoE R. PooL,
“Chairman of Subcommittee.
“JULIETTE P, JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

The following letter dated December 1,
1964, on the letterhead of the Washington
office of the American Clvil Liberties Union,
and signed by Lawrence Spelser, director of
the Washington office, 1s the request to which
reference is made in the above minutes as
having been received by the committee from
Lawrence Speiser:

“Hon. EpwiN E. WiLLIs,

“Chairman, Committee on Un-American Ae-
tivities, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

“DeAr CHAIRMAN WiLnis: I am the attorney
for Mrs. Dagmar Wilson and Mrs. Donna
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Allen who have been subpenaed to appear
before & subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities In an
executive session concerning their personal
visit to the State Department in 1963 to urge
it to issue a visitor's visa to Prof. Kaoru
Yasul so that he could fulfill speaking en-
gagements all over the country.

“I have a great deal of difficulty in believ-
ing that you have authorized the issuance of
subpenas to Mrs. Wilson and Mrs. Allen for
this reason. It would seem that the open and
aboveboard personal visitation of American
cltizens to an executive agency to urge its
authorization of the entry into this country
of a speaker (whose entry was later approved)
should not be the basis of any congressional
investigation. On its face, such an investi-
gation violates the first amendment’s protec-
tion of the right of citizens to petition the
Government and the right to hear all points
of view.

“Accordingly, I respectfully request that
the hearings be canceled. In the event that
this request is not granted, then I request
on behalf of Mrs. Wilson and Mrs. Allen that
the hearings be publie, rather than in execu-
tive session.

“Sincerely yours,
“LAWRENCE SPEISER,
“Director, Washington Office.”

8. The following are the minutes of a meet-
ing of the aforesald subcommittee of the
Committee on Un-American Activities held
on December 7, 1964, at 11 a.m.

“A subcommittee of the Committee on
Un-American Activities designated by the
chairman on November 25, 1964, to sit at
hearings in the matter of entry of allens in
the United States under waiver of ineligibil-
ity, met on December 7, 1964. The following
members were present: Joe R. Pool, chair-
man; Richard Ichord, August E. Johansen.
Representative Donald C. Bruce was also
present.

“The staff members present were Francis J.
McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle, coun-
sel; and Donald Appell, chief investigator,

“The subcommittee discussed and consid-
ered again the request previously received
in a letter from Mr. Lawrence Speiser, attor-
ney for Dagmar Wilson and Donna Allen, that
the hearings be canceled or held in public.
It also considered the additional requests Mr.
Speiser made in the hearings prior to recess
relative to a public hearing for his clients.
In additlon, the subcommittee considered
the views and requests of Russell Nixon ex-
pressed prior to recess.

“The subcommittee, in its deliberations,
viewed these requests in the light of all rel-
evant committee resolutions and applicable
rules of the House and the committee itself,
including House rules 26(g) and 26(m), and
committee rule IV. The subcommittee con-
cluded that rule XI 26(g) was applicable,
and that an executive session was desirable,
for reasons of national interest, because of
the area of Government operations involved,
but which could not be disclosed to the wit-
nesses at this time in any detail without vio-
lating that interest. It was also determined
that rule XTI 26(m) precluded a public hear-
ing at this stage of the investigation because
the proposed area of interrogation would in-
volve persons, other than the witnesses, In a
defamatory or possibly incriminating manner
forbidden by the rule.

“The subcommittee unanimously con-
cluded that the hearing should be continued
in executive sesslon and the requests of the
witnesses for a public hearing denied.

“It was agreed that Mr. Ichord would pre-
pare a statement expressing the subcommit-
tee’s determination, which he would make for
the record when the hearing was reconvened
at 2 pm.

“It was agreed that, in the Interim, Mr,
Ichord would check with the Parliamentarian
of the House to obtain his view of the issues
confronting the subcommittee and deter-
mine whether or not he believed the position
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adopted by the subcommittee was a correct
one.

“The meeting adjourned at approximately
11:35 a.m.

“JoE R. Poor,
“Chairman.
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Secretary.”

The following are the minutes of the afore-
sald subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities held on December 7, 1964,
at 2 pm.:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chalr-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings
in the matter of entry of aliens in the United
States under walver of ineligibility, met in
executive session in room 225, Cannon House
Office Bulilding, at 2 p.m. on December T,
1964.

“The following members were present: Joe
R. Pool, chairman; Richard Ichord, August
E.Johansen. Representative Donald C. Bruce
was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis J.
McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle, coun-
sel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator, and
Jullette P. Joray, recording clerk,

“With further reference to the requests of
Russell Nixon and Mr. Speiser on behalf of
his clients, Mrs, Dagmar Wilson and Mrs.
Donna Allen, discussed at the meetings held
this day, Mr. Ichord reported to the sub-
committee on his contacts with the Assistant
Parliamentarian, Willlam Cochrane, in the
absence of the Parliamentarian, Mr. Desch-
ler. Mr. Ichord stated that the Assistant
Parllamentarian advised him that by virtue
of the committee resolutions, committee
rules and applicable House rules, the subcom-
mittee was empowered to order an executive
session.

“The commiftee deliberated and con-
cluded that there were aspects of national
interest involved which require the holding
of these hearings in executive session and
that rule XI, 26(m), was operative in that
the area of interrogation of these three wit-
nesses might tend to defame, degrade, or in-
criminate persons other than the witnesses,
It was suggested that Mr. Ichord prepare a
statement on behalf of the subcommittee,
the contents of which were unanimously ap-
proved by the subcommittee, and which Mr.
Ichord was to deliver upon the reconvening
of the subcommittee following the recess.

“On motion of Mr, Ichord, seconded by Mr,
Johansen and unanimously adopted, it was
agreed that the requests of Mr. Nixon, Mrs.
Wilson and Mrs. Allen, should again be
denied.

“The meeting recessed at 2:45 p.m.

“JoE R. PooL,
“Chairman.
“JOLIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Secretary.”

10. The following is an extract of the
minutes of the aforesald subcommittee of
the Committee on Un-American Activities
held on December 7, 1964, at 4:05 p.m.:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chair-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings
in the matter of entry of aliens in the United
States under walver of ineligibility, met in
executive sesslon on December 7, 1964, in
room 218 of the Cannon House Office Build-
ing at 4:06 p.m. The following members
were present: Joe R. Pool, chairman; Rich-
ard Ichord, August E. Johansen. Represent-
ative Donald C. Bruce was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis J.
McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle, coun-
sel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator; and
Jullette P. Joray, recording clerk.

“The subcommittee was called to order by
the chairman who stated that the purpose
of the meeting was to consider what action
the subcommittee should take regarding the
refusal of Russell Nixon to be sworn or ex-
amined as a witness; and the failures of
Dagmar Wilson and Donna Allen to testify
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at the hearings conducted by the said sub-
committee on the Tth day of December 1964,
and what recommendation it would make to
the full committee regarding their citation
for contempt of the House of Representa-
tives.

“After full discussion of the testimony of
Donna Allen, a motion was made by Mr.
IcHORD, seconded by Mr. JoHANSEN, and
unanimously carried that a report of the
facts relating to the refusal of Donna Allen
to answer any question before the sald sub-
committee at the hearing aforesaid, be re-
ferred and submitted to the Committee on
Un-American Activities as a whole, with the
recommendation that a report of the facts
relating to the refusal of said witness to
answer any question, together with all of
the facts in connection therewith, be referred
to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives, with the recommendation that
the sald witness be cited for contempt of
the House of Representatives, to the end
that she may be proceeded against in the
manner and form provided by law.

“The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

“JoE R. PooL,
“Chairman.
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

11. The following is an extract of the min-
utes of a meeting of the full Committee on
Un-American Activities held on December 10,
1964, at 10 a.m.:

“The Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties met In executive sesslon on Thursday
morning, December 10, 1964, in room 225,
Cannon House Office Building, at 10 o'clock
a.m. The following members were present:
Edwin E. Willis, chairman; Willlam Tuck,
Joe R. Pool, Richard Ichord, Donald C. Bruce.

“Also present were the following staff mem-
bers: Francis J. McNamara, director; William
Hitz, general counsel; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator;
Phillip Manuel, investigator; and Jullette P.
Joray, recording clerk.

“Chalrman WiLris called the meeting to
order at 10:18 a.m. and announced that this
speclal meeting of the committee was called,
after notice to all committee members, for
the purpose of considering a recommendation
of the subcommittee headed by Mr., Pool,
looking into the entry of aliens into the
United States under walver of ineligibility,
that Russell Nixon, Dagmar Wilson, and Don-
na Allen be cited for contempt because of
their refusals to testify before the subcom-
mittee in executive session on Monday of
this week, December 7.

“The chairman then directed Mr. Poor,
chairman of the subcommittee, to report on
the matter being considered by the commit-
tee.
Representative Poor reported to the com-
mittee that he was chairman of the sub-
committee appointed by the chairman, com-
posed of himself, Representatives Richard H,
Ichord and August E. Johansen, to conduct
hearings on December 7, 1964, at Washington,
D.C., as contemplated under the resolution
adopted by the committee on the 19th day
of February, 1964; that the subcommittee met
in executive sesslon on December 7, 1964, In
the Cannon House Office Bullding, Washing-
ton, D.C., to receive the testimony of Russell
Nixon, Donna Allen, and Dagmar Wilson who
had been duly subpenaed to appear as wit-
nesses before sald subcommittee; the sald
meeting of the subcommittee was attended
on December 7, 1964, by subcommittee chair-
man, Representative Joe R. Pool, and Rep-
resentatives Richard H. Ichord, and August
E. Johansen; that the witness, Russell Nixon,
having appeared before the subcommittee,
refused to be sworn or examined as a witness,
willfully refused to answer any question
pertinent to the question under inquiry, and
willfully refused to give any testimony touch-
ing matters of inquiry committed before sald
subcommittee; and the sald Donna Allen
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appeared before the subcommittee, was ad-
ministered an afirmation as a witness by the
subcommittee chairman but willfully refused
to testify in response to any question perti-
nent to the question or subject under in-
quiry; that the said Dagmar Wilson appeared
before the subcommittee, was duly sworn
as a witness, and when asked to state her
name and residence for the record and
whether she was represented by counsel, she
responded to those questions, but thereupon
and thereafter willfully refused to answer
any question pertinent to the question under
inquiry and willfully refused to give any
testimony touching matters of inquiry be-
fore sald subcommittee as required by her
subpena; that the subcommittee thereafter
met in executive session, attended by the
sald subcommittee chairman, Representative
Pool, and Representatives Ichord and Johan-
sen, being all of the members of the said
subcommittee; at which time, motions were
made and unanimously adopted with respect
to each of said persons, to wit, Russell Nixon,
Donna Allen, and Dagmar Wilson, that a re-
port of the facts relating to the refusal of
each of them to testify before said subcom-
mittee at sald hearings after having been
summoned to appear to testify before sald
subcommittee, be referred and submitted to
the Committee on Un-American Activities
as a whole, with a recommendation that a
report and statement of fact with reference
to the refusal of each of sald witnesses to ap-
pear to testify as aforesald, be made to and
flled with the Speaker of the House, the
House now being adjourned sine die, in order
that the sald Speaker may certify the same
under the seal of the House, to the appro-
priate U.S. attorney to the end that each of
sald witnesses may be proceeded against for
contempt of the House of Representatives in
the manner and form provided by law,

“A motion was made by Mr. PooL, second-
ed by Mr. Touck, that the subcommittee's re-
port of the facts relating to the refusal of
Donna Allen to testify before the sald sub-
committee at the hearings conducted before
it in Washington, D.C., on the Tth day of
December, 1964, be and the same is hereby
appproved and adopted, and that the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities report the
sald failure of Donna Allen to the Honorable
JoaN McCorMACK, Speaker of the House of
Representatives, the House of Representatives
now being adjourned sine die, in order that
the said Speaker may certify the same to the
U.8. attorney for the District of Columbia to
the end that the sald Donna Allen may be
proceeded against in the manner and form
provided by law; and that the chairman of
this committee is hereby authorized and di-
rected to forward such report and statement
of fact constituting such failure of Donna
Allen to the said Speaker of the House of
Representatives. Following discussion, the
motion was put to a vote and it was unani-
mously adopted. Mr. Poor asked for the yeas
and nays to be recorded. The yeas and nays
were taken. Mr. Willis voted ‘yea,’ Mr. Tuck
voted ‘yea,” Mr. Pool voted ‘yea,” Mr. Ichord
voted ‘yea,’ and Mr. Bruce voted ‘yea.” Mr.
Bruce also stated that he was authorized to
vote the proxy of Mr. Johansen and that if
he were present he would vote 'yea." So the
motion was agreed to.

“The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 a.m.

“Epwin E. WiLLs,
“Chairman.
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”
REPORT AND STATEMENT OF FacT oF THE CoM-

MITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES, HOUSE

OF REPRESENTATIVES, PURSUANT TO TITLE 2,

UntrED STATES CODE, BECTIONS 192 AND 194,

CONCERNING THE FAILURE oF RUsseELL Nixow
To the SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-

TIVES:

The Committee on Un-American Activi-

tles, as created and authorized by the House
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of Representatives through the enactment of
Public Law 601 of the T89th Congress, sec-
tion 121, subsection (q) (2), and under House
Resolution 5 of the 88th Congress, duly
caused to be issued a subpena to Russell
Nixon. The sald subpena directed Russell
Nixon to be and appear before the said Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities, of which
the Honorable Epwin E. WiLLIS is chairman,
or a duly appointed subcommittee thereof,
on Monday, December 7, 1964, at the hour
of 10 a.m., at thelr committee room, 226 Old
House Office Bullding, Washington, D.C,, then
and there to testify touching matters of
inquiry committed to sald committee, and
not to depart without leave of sald com-
mittee. The subpena served upon Russell
Nixon is set forth in words and figures as
follows:
“UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
“CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES.

“To RusseELL NixoN, Greeting:

“Pursuant to lawful authority, you are
hereby commanded to be and appear before
the Committee on Un-American Activities
of the House of Representatives of the United
States, or a duly appointed subcommittee
thereof, on Monday, December 7, 1964, at
10 o'clock a.m., at their committee room,
226 Old House Office Building, Washington,
D.C., then and there to testify touching mat-
ters of inquiry committed to said commit-
tee and not to depart without leave of said
committee.

“Hereof fall not, as you will answer your
default under the pains and penalties in
such cases made and provided.

“To Louis J. Russell or U.8. marshal, to
serve and returan,

“Given under my hand this 18th day of
November, in the year of our Lord, 1964.

“JoE R. PooL.
“Chairman—Chairman of Subcommit-
tee—Member Designate of the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities of
the House of Representatives.

“If you desire a conference with a repre-
sentative of the committee prior to the date
of the hearing, please call or write to Staff
Director, Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles, Washington, D.C., telephone Capitol
4-3121, extension 3051.”

The sald subpena was duly served as ap-
pears by the return thereof by the U.S. mar-
shal, who was duly authorized to serve the
sald subpena. The return of the service by
the sald US. marshal is set forth in words
and figures, as follows:

“Recelved this writ at New York, N.Y,, on
November 23, 1964, and on November 23,
1964, at 197 East Fourth Street, New York,
N.Y., I served it on the within-named Russell
Nixon by leaving a copy thereof or a subpena
ticket with Russell Nixon.

“ANTHONY R. MaRAascoO,
“U.S. Marshal.
“By James E. O'Toor,
“Deputy U.S. Marshal.”

A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, composed of Represent-
atives Joe R. Pool, as chalrman, Richard
Ichord, and August E. Johansen, met and
convened Iin executlve session at or about 10
a.m., on December 7, 1964, In room 219, Can-
non House Office Bullding, Washington, D.C.,
the said subcommittee members all being
present. , Russell Nixon having been duly
summoned as a witness as aforesaid, was
called as a witness on that day. He appeared
before the subcommittee but willfully re-
fused to be sworn or examined as a witness,
willfully refused to answer any question per-
tinent to the guestion under inquiry, and
willfully refused to give any testimony
touching matters of inquiry committed to
sald committee as required by the said sub-
pena,

The record of the proceedings before the
sald subcommittee on Monday, December 7,
1964, so far as it affects the witness Russell
Nixon, is set forth in appendix I, which is
attached hereto and made a part hereof.
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Other pertinent committee proceedings
are set forth in appendix II, attached here-
to and made a part hereof.

The foregoing willful refusal by the said
Russell Nixon to give such testimony as
required, in compliance with the sald sub-
pena, deprived the committee of necessary
and pertinent testimony regarding matters
which the said committee was instructed by
law and House resolution to investigate, and
places the said witness, Russell Nixon, in
contempt of the House of Representatives
of the United States.

Pursuant to resolution of the Committee
on Un-American Activities adopted at a
meeting duly held on December 10, 1964,
a copy of which is set forth in appendix II,
on page 1395, this report and statement of
fact constituting the failure of Russell Nixon
is herewith transmitted to and filed with the
Honorable Joan W, McCormAcK, Speaker of
the House of Representatives, the House of
Representatives having adjourned sine die on
October 3, 1964, and not being now in session,
so that the Speaker may certify the same un-
der the Seal of the House to the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia, pursuant to
title 2, United States Code, sections 192 and
184, to the end that the said Russell Nixon
may be proceeded against for contempt of
the House of Representatives in the manner
and form provided by law.

Respectfully submitted this 10th day of
December 1964, ¢

E. E. WiLL1s,
Chairman, Committee on
Un-American Activities.

APPENDIX I

ExecuTIiVvE SESsION, ENTRY OF ALIENS INTO
THE UNITED STATES, MoNDAY, DECEMBER 7,
1964

U.S. HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES,

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMIT-

TEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES.
Washington, D.C.

A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities met, pursuant to call, at
10 am., in room 219, Cannon Bullding,
Washington, D.C., Hon. JOoE Pool (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Joe Pool of Texas; Richard H.
Ichord, of Missouri; and August E. Johansen
of Michigan.

Staff members present: Francis J, Mec-
Namara, director, Alfred M. Nittle, counsel,
and Donald T. Appell, Investigator.

Mr. PooL. The committee will come to
order.

Before we get started I have an opening
statement I want to read and I would like
to know if Donna Allen, Dagmar Wilson, and
Russell Nixon are in the room? Will you
identify yourselves.

Mrs. WiLsoNn. My name is Dagmar Wilson.

Mrs. ALLEN. Donna Allen.

Mr. Nixon. Nixon.

Mr. PooL. The Internal Security Act of
1950, a bill reported by this committee, con=
tained provisions which barred aliens of cer-
taln types from admission to the United
States either as Iimmigrants or as non-
immigrant visitors.

The Congress subsequently incorporated
these provisions In Public Law 414 of the
82d Congress, generally known as the Me-
Carran-Walter Act or the Immigration and
Nationality Act of 1952,

Section 212, subsection (a), paragraphs
(27) and (29) of that act classify certain
types of allens as inadmissible to this coun-
try and not subject to admission under pro-
visions found elsewhere in the act, namely
paragraph (28) of the same subsection and
paragraph (3) of subsection (d),

Section 212, subsection (a), paragraph
(28) of the act also classifies certain types
of aliens as Inadmissible. However, it con-
tains a subparagraph (I) which grants to
the Attorney General, on recommendation of
the consular officer, the authority to issue
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them entry visas under certain conditions.
This subparagraph provides, however, that
their admission must always pe in the pub-
lic interest. In addition, it applies only to
aliens inadmissible under paragraph (28).

Section 212(d)(3) grants the Attorney
General, on recommendation of the consular
officer or the Secretary of State, discretionary
power to walve the inadmissibllity of certain
allens described in Section 212(a) except
for those barred under paragraphs (27) and
(20) of that section. Such waiver, however,
applies only to temporary or nonimmigrant
visas.

Information which has been brought to
the attention of the Committee on Un-
American Activities indicates that the discre-
tionary authority of the consular officer or
the Secretary of State to recommend, and of
the Attorney General to approve, the 1is-
suance of nonimmigrant visas are possibly
being abused.

Preliminary investigation by the commit-
tee, authorized by the chairman several
months ago, raises serious questions as to
whether the intent of Congress is being fol-
lowed in the admission to this country of
aliens under the above-mentioned sections
of the Immigration and Nationality Act of
1952.

The investigation has also raised the ques-
tion of whether the avallable background
information on certain aliens temporarily ad-
mitted to this country is being properly eval-
uated, This may be resulting in certain
aliens being classified as Ineligible under
paragraph (28)—and therefore eligible for
a waiver—when they properly come under
paragraphs (27) or (29) and are therefore
ineligible for admission under waiver.

This hearing was authorized by the com-
mittee at a meeting held on February 19,
19064. The minutes of that meeting read,
in part, as follows:

“A motion was made by Hon. WiLLiam M.
Tuck, seconded by Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg,
and unanimously carried, authorizing the
holding of hearings in Washington, D.C., or
at such other place or places as the chair-
man may designate, on such date or dates
as the chalrman may determine, including
the conduct of investigations deemed reason-
ably necessary by the staff in preparation
therefor, related to the following:

“1, Strategy, tactics, and activities of
members of the Communist Party and Com-
munist organizations in alding the entry
into the United States of aliens inadmissible
under the provisions of the Immigration and
Nationality Act;

“3, Security aspects of the temporary ad-
mission to the United States of aliens who
are inadmissible under provisions of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, for the leg-
islative purpose of determiring whether the
exigencies of the situation require a
strengthening of the security provisions of
the Immigration and Nationality Act;

“3 The execution by the administrative
agencies concerned of the security provi-
sions of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and all other laws, the subject matter
of which is within the jurisdiction of the
committee, the legislative purpose being to
exercise continuous watchfulness of the exe-
cution of these laws to assist the Congress in
appralsing the administration of such laws,
and in developing such amendments or re-
lated legislation as it may deem necessary;
and

“4 Any other matter within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee which it or any sub-
committee thereof appointed to conduct
these hearings may designate.”

The order appointing the subcommittee
to conduct these hearings is as follows:

“To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara, Director,
Committee on Un-American Activities.

“Pursuant to the provisions of the law
and the rules of this committee, I hereby
appoint a subcommittee of the Committee on

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Un-American Activities consisting of Homn.
Richard Ichord and Hon. Henry C. Schade-
berg as assoclate members, and Hon. Joe R.
Pool, as chairman, to conduct a hearing in
Washington, D.C., on Thursday, March 12,
1964, at 3 p.m., as contemplated by the reso-
lution adopted by the committee on the 19th
day of February 1864, relating to the entry of
aliens into the United States and other mat-
ters under investigation by the committee,
and take such testimony on said day or suc-
ceeding days as It may deem necessary.

“Please make this action a matter of com-
mittee record.

“If any member indicates his inability to
serve, please notify me.

“Given under my hand this 11th day of
March 1964.

“Epwin E, WILLIS,
“Chairman, Committee on
Un-American Activities.”

1 also have a memorandum to Mr. Francis
J. McNamara, Director, Committee on Un-
American Activities.

“On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon. Joe
R. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord, and Hon. Henry
C. Schadeberg to serve as a Subcommittee on
Un-American Activities to conduct hearings
as contemplated by the resolution adopted
by the committee on the 19th day of Feb-
ruary 1964, relating to the entry of aliens into
the United States and other matters under
investigation by the committee. Mr. Schade-
berg has indicated that he may be unable to
serve on sald subcommittee at its contem-
plated December 7, 1964, hearing, and pos-
sibly on other days, before and after that
date, during the remainder of the year when
meetings and hearings of the subcommittee
may be held.

“I hereby designate Hon. August E. Johan-
sen to serve on the said subcommittee in the
place of Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg for the
remainder of the year at any meetings and
hearings of the subcommittee which Mr.
Schadeberg is unable to attend.

“Given under my hand this 256th day of
November 1964.

“EpwIiN E. WILLIS,
“Chairman, Committee on
Un-American Activities.”

Mr. Speiser, the subcommittee has met
and considered your letter which is dated
December 1, 1964, and has denied your re-
quest for a public hearing due to the fact
that rule XXVI is involved, which this com-
mittee has been very zealous in following,
due to the fact that derogatory information
might be revealed during these hearings, so
your request has been denied.

Do you have any other reason or any other
request to make of the committee at this
time?

Mr. SpersER. Yes, sir. Has the committee
made a determination under rule IV of the
committee's rules that a public hearing
might endanger national security?

Mr. Poor. I didn't get your statement.

Mr. Sperser. Has the committee made a
determination under rule IV of the com-
mittee’s rules of procedure that a public
hearing might endanger national security?

Mr. PooL. You are asking me something
here that might have taken place in execu-
tive session and I am not at liberty to an-
swer your question unless the committee
decides to make it public. That would be
my answer to that.

Mr. Spe1seEr. I would like to make a motion
then that the committee cannot properly
hold an executlve sesslon unless they make
such a determination and if such a deter-
mination has not been made that a public
hearing should be ordered.

Mr. IcEORD. Mr. Chairman, may I ask is
that the only request that he has prior to
the committee taking up its business?

Do you have any further objections to the
executive hearing?

Mr. Srerser. The objections I stated in my
letter and this 1s an additional one, Those
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are the two objections I have to an executive
session.

Mr. IcHorp. I think we should take that
under consideration, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. PooL. If you have no further statement
or objections to make, then we will ask you
all to step outside and we will make a deter-
mination of what the committee wants to
do. Those are all the objections you have
to raise before the testimony begins?

Mr. Speiser. That is on the question of ex-
ecutive session as compared to a public ses-
sion. There may be other objections with re-
gard to particular witnesses’ testimony.

Mr. Poor. What other objections do you
have at this time?

Mr. Speiser. I do not know at this time,
Mr. Chairman. I cannot say until the mat-
ter comes up before the committee. I can't
make a statement there.

Mr. PooL. That is a good point,
you represent here now?

Mr. Speiser. I represent Mrs, Allen and
Mrs. Wilson.

Mr, Poor. All right.
have counsel?

Mr. Nmxon. No, sir.

Mr. PooL. Would you like to state any ob-
jections at the present time before this hear-
ing begins?

Mr. Nimxon. I certainly assoclate myself
with the objections stated by Mr, Speiser, I
am not a lawyer. I would add the point
that it would be unfortunate to require this
kind of testimony, with the opprobrium of
this kind of subpena, in private without
having a full public and press view of the
proceedings. The hearing is in only one
sense private, since the committee main-
tains to itself the privilege at a date of its
own choosing, the privilege of releasing to
the press either a summary, or a partial
transcript, or a full transeript of the hear-
ings, so it is in this sense also that I would
add an objection to these proceedings going
ahead in executive,

I think that the press and the public have
a right to hear the proceedings.

Mr. PooLr. That is all of the objections you
have, plus the ones that you associated
yourself with in Mr. Speiser’s case?

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir, I think so.

Mr. IcHORD, Mr. Chairman, I move that the
committee go into executive session for con-
sideration of the request.

Mr. Poor. All right. The witnesses and
the attorney will be excused and we will
call you back in when we get through with
this deliberation. Make yourselves available
outside in the hall if you will.

(At this point the witnesses and attorney
left the hearing room and the subcommit-
tee proceeded further in executive session,
which proceedings were not reported, follow-
ing which the witnesses and attorney re-
turned to the hearing room.)

Mr. PooL. The committee will come to or-
der.

Mr. Speiser, the subcommittee feels that
you have misinterpreted rule IV. It requires
that if the committee or a subcommittee be-
lieves interrogation of a witness in public
might endanger national security it must
then hear such witness in executive session.

It does not say that reasons of national
security are the only ones that permit or
justify executive session hearings. For your
information we have considered all the ap-
plicable rules as the full committee
did months ago and have determined this
hearing will be held in executive session.

Mr. Nixon's request has also been consid-
ered in the light of all applicable rules and
has been rejected.

Mr. SPEISER. Mr. Poor, am I to understand
that a determination has been made that a
public hearing would not endanger national
security?

Mr. Poor. I have just read to you the state-
ment here that was the determination of
the subcommittee and it speaks for itself.

Who do

Mr. Nixon, do you
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Mr. Sreiser. I will leave my question on
the record as it is. I do not feel it was
answered. I would like to ralse a question
as to the absence of a quorum at this time,
Mr. Chairman.

(At this point Representative Bruce en-
tered the hearing room.)

I withdraw it.

(At this point Representative Johansen
entered the hearing room.)

Mr. PooL. Ididn’t get the last.

Mr. SreISER. I raised the guestion of the
absence of a gquorum because Mr. Bruce
and Mr. Johansen were not present, I with-
draw it.

Mr. PooL. For the record there was a
quorum here. It is a subcommittee of three
members and Mr. IcHORD and myself con-
stitute a quorum.

Mr. Nixon, if you will come forth and be
sworn in the other witnesses may be ex-
cused temporarily until they are called.

Mr. Nixon. Mr. Poor, I am not going to
testify in this executive session. I am will-
ing to testify in public session with the
press and the public present, but for the
reasons which I have stated here I am un-
willing to proceed in this executive session.

Mr. Poor. I will direct you to come for-
ward and be sworn.

Mr. Nmxow. I think my statement speaks
for itself, Mr, PooL.

Mr, PooL. For the last time I direct you
to come forth and be sworn.

Mr, Nixon. I decline, as I have told you.

Mr. PooL. Let the record show that the
chalrman requested Mr. Nixon to come forth
and be sworn and that he has refused to
do so.

Mr. JoHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, let the rec-
ord also show that all three members of
the subcommittee were present.

Mr, PooL. Let the record so show. The
other witnesses and the attorney will leave
the room at the present time temporarily.
Mr, Nixon, you remain.

(At this point Mrs. Wilson, Mrs. Allen,
and Mr. Speiser, left the room.)

Mr. Poor. Mr. Nixon, for the record we are
now in executive sesslon. The committee is
called to order and for your information un-
der rule 26 this committee is charged with
the responsibility of having executive ses-
slons when testimony might be given which
might be derogatory to certain persons.

In view of this fact the subcommittee has
decided this session shall be in executlve
session and I now therefore direct you to
come forward and be sworn in.

Mr, Nmon. I guess we need to repeat what
I have sald before. You already have in the
record certaln objections to the executive
character of this hearing and I have asso-
ciated myself with all of the statements that
have been made here. I assoclate myself
with Mrs, Wilson and Mrs. Allen who will
take the same position, and I repeat to you
now that I am avallable to you for public
hearing at which the public 1s present and
the witness and at which the press is present
and the witness.

I will not just speak further in this execu-
tive hearing.

Mr. PooL. Were you served with a subpena
to appear before this committee?

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir.

Mr. Poor. Do you have any objections to
the service of that subpena?

Mr. Nmxon. I accepted the subpena.

Mr. Poor. You accepted it, and you are here
today in accordance with the subpena?

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir.

Mr. PooL. But you are now refusing to ap-
pear and testify under oath?

Mr. NixoN. No. No, I am not. I am re-
fusing to appear and testify under oath in
executive, private hearing. I am available to
testify under oath In a public hearing to
which the press and the public is invited.

Mr. Poor. Mr. Nixon, the counsel for the
committee would like to ask you a question.
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Mr. NrrTLE. Mr. Nixon, have you been fur-
nished with a copy of the rules of procedure
of this committee and of the House?

Mr, Nixon. Yes, sir. Rules of the com-
mittee I have been furnished with, yes, sir.

Mr. NrrTLeE. The copy with which you were
furnished includes also a copy of the applica-
ble rules of the House governing the proce-
dures of all committees of Congress. I now
hand you a copy of rule XI of the House
and direct your attention particularly to
paragraph 26(m) of the rules and I ask you
to read paragraph 26(m) of the rules of the
House.

Mr. Nmxon. Twenty-six (m). If the com-
mittee determines that evidence or testimony
at an investigative hearing may tend to de-
fame, degrade, or incriminate any person it
shall—

(1) Receive such evidence or testimony in
executive session;

(2) Afford such person an opportunity vol-
untarily to appear as a witness; and

(8) Receive and dispose of requests from
such persons to subpoena additional wit-
nesses. :

Mr. NiTTLe. We advise you that the com-
mittee has met and considered the applica-
tion of rule 26(m) to the testimony which
it expects to receive from you and that by
rule 26(m) we are precluded from receiving
your testimony in public session.

Mr. Nixon. I understand from the proceed-
ings that have gone on that there is no ques-
tion of national securlty involved and I can
assure you that I would not say anything
that is derogatory to any person.

Mr. PooL. As chairman of the committee I
would like the record to show that this sub-
committee has made no such statement.
We have considered all the rules of the com-
mittee in making our determination.

Mr, NixoN. The exchange with Mr, Speiser
will speak for itself.

Mr. IcHORD. Mr. Nixon, I think as a mem-
ber of the committee, and since you are not
represented here by counsel today, that I
should advise you that the rules of the House
under certain situations require that the
committee hearings be held in executive
session.

There is no restriction upon the right of
the committee to determine an executive ses-
sion as I Interpret the rule, and you may, by
refusal to be sworn and testify before the
committee, be possibly subjecting yourself to
penalties of contempt, and I would advise
you of that since you aren't represented by
an attorney and ask that you be sworn and
testify before this committee.

This committee is a duly established com-
mittee of Congress, and Congress and its
committees does have the right to meet In
executive session, and this committee in
these hearings has many reasons to hold an
executive session.

That is the reason we are asking you to
testify in executive hearing today.

Mr. NrrrrLE. Mr. Nixon, may I point out to
you that the rule to which Mr. Icxorp has
just referred is rule XI of the House, para-
graph 26(g), which reads as follows:

“All hearings conducted by standing com-
mittees or their subcommittees shall be open
to the public, except executive sessions for
marking up bills or for voting or where the
committee by a majority vote orders an ex-
ecutive session.”

You are informed that the committee has
by majority vote ordered an executive session
in the case of your appearance here. You are
aware of that fact, are you not?

Mr, Nixow. I don’'t know anything about
the majority vote. I was not present ob-
viously. I don't challenge that, Mr. Nittle.
I just tell you I don’t know.

Mr, Nrrree, I ask the chairman to inform
Mr. Nixon of the fact that by a majority vote
the committee has ordered an executive
sesslon.
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Mr. PooL. That is correct., The committee
has by majority vote decided that this shall
be an executive session.

Mr. IcHOrD. Mr, Nixon, would you like to
consult with an attorney before you make
this decision?

Mr. Nixow. Thank you very much, Mr.
Ichord. T don’t need to consult an attorney.

Mr. BrUcE. Mr. Chairman, may I ask, Mr,
Nixon, you did hear the statement by the
chairman and understand that the commit-
tee by a majority vote did authorize an ex-
ecutive session? You now have heard that
and you do understand it?

Mr. Nixon. Oh, yes, and I think you under-
stand that I am ready to testify in public
hearing, that my subpena made no refer-
ence to executive session, and that I am
available to the committee to testify in pub-
lie, that it 1s my understanding there is no
question of national security involved, and
certainly as far as anything I would have to
say before the committee there would be
absolutely nothing derogatory of any nature.

Mr. JorANSEN, Mr., Nixon, you are familiar
of course with section VII of the rules of
procedure of the committee? A VII: “At
every hearing, public or executive, every wit-
ness shall be accorded the privilege of having
counsel of his own choosing.”

You are aware of that?

Mr. Nixown. Yes, I am aware of that.

Mr. JoHANSEN. And by your own cholce
you appear without counsel.

Mr, Nixon. I do not have counsel,

Mr. Nrrrie. Do you wish to consult coun-
sel prior to making a firm determination
today that you will not testify?

Mr. Nixon. No, I don’t need to. You will
find we all three agree.

Mr. Nrrree. Do you wish to consult an at-
torney so that your position may be con-
sidered?

Mr. Nixon. No, sir.

Mr. Nrrrie. You bear in mind that your
refusal to testify and to be sworn as a witness
may result in a prosecution for contempt?

Mr. Nxon. I am always aware of the dan-
gers when I come before this committee.

Mr, NrrTLE. You have referred to rule IV of
the committee relating to executive sessions
where a public hearing might endanger na-
tional security. We previously discussed the
rules of the House relating to executive ses-
slons. You are aware that the committee
is ?gund by the rules of the House, are you
no

Mr, Nmxon, Yes, sir.

Mr. NIrTLE. And if there i1s any conflict be-
tween the rules of the committee and the
House the House rules would govern, is that
correct?

Mr. Nxon. That is not a decision for me to
make, is 1t?

Mr. NrrrrLe. We inform you of that fact.

Mr. PooL. Mr. Nixon, as chalrman of the
committee I ask you and direct you to stand
and be sworn. This will be the last time I
make this directive,

Mr. Nixon. I give you the same answer. I
can repeat 1t if you wish. You can read it
from the record,

Mr. Poor. Do you refuse to be sworn?

Mr. Nmxon. No, I don't refuse to be sworn,
I refuse to be sworn at an executive hearing;
avallable to be sworn and to be heard in a
public hearing with the press and the public
present,

Mr. Poor. I am going to give you the oath
and then you can do what you wish.

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony
you are about to give is the truth, the whole
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help
you God?

Mr, IcHorD. Let the record show that the
witness refused to be sworn and take the
oath

Mr. Poor. That is correct.

Mr. JouHANSEN. Let the record show that
all three members of the subcommittee were
present throughout these proceedings.
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Mr. IcHORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the
other witnesses be called.

Mr. Poor. All right, Mr. Nixon, you will
leave the room and the staff will call the
other witness.

(At this point Mr. Nixon left the room.)

(All the witnesses and Mr. Speiser came
back into the hearing room.)

Mr. Poor. I brought you witnesses and
attorney in here to excuse you until 2 o'clock
when we will meet back in this room.

Donna Allen, Dagmar Wilson, and Russell
Nixon, let the record show, are excused until
2 o'clock.

Mr. SpEIsER. Mr. Chairman, can you tell us
at this time whether the hearing will be
public at 2 o’clock?

Mr, Poor. You are excused until 2 o'clock.
That'’s all I have to say to you at the present
time.

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the hearing was
recessed to reconvene at 2 p.m. the same
day.)

[ After recess]

(The subcommittee reconvened at 2:50
p.m., Mr. Poor, chairman of the subcommit-
tee, presiding. Committee members present:

Representatives PooL, ICHORD, JOHANSEN,
and Bruce.)
Mr. Poor. The committe will come to order.
Mr. IcCHORD?

Mr, Icxorp, Mr. Chairman, I see that the
witness Nixon is present in the hearing room
at this time, and for the benefit of the
committee and for Mr. Nixon, I would like
to summarize a statement which I made
in the executive session, Mr. Nixon, just a
few minutes ago as to why this committee
should have these hearings in executive ses-
sion, and I might state to you, Mr. Nixon,
that I made the motion after making the
statement for the reasons why, and that
motion was carried unanimously by the com-
mittee.

At the meeting this morning, you objected
to testifying in executive sesslon and re-
quested the committee to hold the hearings
in public session. That request was over-
ruled by the chairman, and you were later
called and you refused to be sworn.

I would say to you, Mr. Nixon, that you
have definitely misconstrued rule IV of
the committee rules. Rule IV requires an
executive hearing if a public hearing might
endanger national security.

Rule XXVI(m) of the House requires a
hearing of a congressional committee to be in
executive session if the committee deter-
mines that evidence or testimony at any
investigative hearing may tend to defame,
degrade, or incriminate any person.

But I would like to point out to you, and
you are not represented here by counsel to-
day, that both rules do not restrict the
right of a committee to hold executive ses-
slons,

I might say to you that there are some
aspects of national security involved in this
hearing, but it is not necessary for the com-
mittee to determine whether or not the
national security would be endangered if
you were heard in public session.

We are here investigating the administra-
tion of the Immigration and Nationality
Act of 1952, and in particular the adminis-
tration of inadmissible aliens to the United
States under the waiver provisions of section
212 of the Immigration and Nationality Act.

There are many reasons why this hearing
should be executive, many which I discussed
in executive hearing a few minutes ago, be-
fore the committee. I might say that I be-
lieve that rule 26(m) is operative here. The
committee believes that rule 26(m) is opera-
tive and has so held.

The committee believes that it is in the
national interest to hold these hearings in
executive session, but I would say to you
that at issue here is the very right of a
committee of Congress fo function effectively.
We cannot permit a witness to tell the
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committee when its hearings shall be public
and when its hearings shall be executive.
That is a decision which has to be made by
the committee if it is to function in the
public interest,

Your refusal to testify is governed by rule
26(g) of the House, which reads as follows,
and I might say to you, sir, that I have had
several telephone conversations with the As-
sistant House Parliamentarian, Bill Coch-
rane, and he advises me that the committee
is right In requiring you to testify in execu-
tive session.

Rule 26(g) reads as follows:

“All hearings conducted by standing com-
mittees or their subcommittees shall be open
to the public, except executive sessions for
marking up bills or for voting or where the
committee by a majority vote orders an
executive session.”

We have taken this matter under consid-
eration and have voted unanimously that you
be heard, and we have done this in complete
fairness to you, after checking with the
House Assistant Parliamentarian, and I
would advise you, sir, as an attorney myself,
and which the Assistant House Parliamen-
tarian concurs in, that you should be sworn.

If you want to consult a lawyer I think
perhaps the chairman would give you that
right.

Mr. PooL. I would like to further state that
in the consideration by the subcommittee of
your request that it not be an executive
session, all the applicable rules of the House
and of the committee were considered.

Is that your understanding, Mr. IcHORD,
that all these rules were considered?

Mr. IcHORD. Oh, yes, all of them.

Mr. PooL. Mr. Johansen, that is your un-
derstanding on that, too?

Mr. JOHANSEN, Yes.

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, in the light of
this statement by Mr. IcHORD, that the chair-
man now instruct the witness to take the
oath,

Mr. Poor. All right, Mr. Nixon, if you will
stand and be sworn.

Mr. NmxoN. Mr. Poor, I have made my posi-
tion very clear on this, and I haven't
changed it.

Mr. Poor. I am going to give you the oath
and give you this one other chance, and I
am going to direct that you take the oath.

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony
you are about to give is the truth, the whole
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help
you God?

I direct that you take the oath and be
sworn.

Mr, Nixon. I have already given you the
grounds for my refusal to do so in an execu-
tive session.
u;?Mr. Poor. And you do now refuse to take

Mr. NixoN. I repeat the reasons which I
have already presented to this committee
and I refuse to take this oath at this time
in this executive session.

Mr. Poor. All right.

Will you escort Mr. Nixon on outside and
call the next witness? Call Donna Allen.

Mr. Poor. Tell the witnesses they are
excused.

(Whereupon, at 4:05 p.m., the subcommit-
tee adjourned, subject to call of the Chair.)

ArPENDIX IT

1. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the Committee on
Un-American Activities held on February 26,
1963:

“The Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties met in executive session on Tuesday,
February 26, 1963, at 8 pm. in room 225
of the Old House Office Building. The follow-
ing members were present: Clyde Doyle, act-
ing chairman; Willlam M. Tuck, Joe R. Pool,
August E. Johansen, Henry C. Schadeberg.

“Also present were the following staff mem-
bers: Franels J. McNamara, director; Frank 8.
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Tavenner, Jr., general counsel; Juliette P.
Joray, recording clerk; and Rosella A. Purdy,
secretary.

“The acting chairman opened the meeting
at 3:20 p.m. and explained to the members
present that the meeting was called to con-
sider several resolutions necessary to the
reorganization of the committee for the 88th
Congress.

“On motion of Mr. Tuck and seconded
by Mr. Johansen, the following resolution
was unanimously adopted, with Mr. Doyle
voting the proxy of Mr, Walter and Mr. Tuck
voting the proxy of Mr. Willis:

“*Resolved, That the chairman be author-
ized and empowered from time to time to
appoint subcommittees composed of three or
more members of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, at least one of whom
shall be of the minority political party, and
& majority of whom shall constitute a
quorum, for the purpese of performing any
and all acts which the committee as a whole
is authorized to perform.’

“On motion of Mr. Tuck and seconded by
Mr, Johansen, the following resolution was
unanimously adopted, with Mr. Doyle voting
the proxy of Mr. Walter and Mr. Tuck voting
the proxy of Mr. Willis:

‘“‘Resolved, That authority is hereby dele-
gated to each subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities which
hereafter may be appointed to determine by
a majority vote thereof whether the hearings
conducted by it shall be open to the public
or shall be in executive session, and all testi-
mony taken and all documents Introduced
in evidence in such an executive session shall
be received and given as full consideration for
all purposes as though introduced in open
session.’

“On motion made by Mr. Johansen, and
seconded by Mr. Pool, the following resolu-
tion was unanimously adopted, with Mr.
Doyle voting the proxy of Mr. Walter, and
Mr. Tuck voting the proxy of Mr. Willis:

“‘Resolved, That the rules of procedure
revised by the Committee on Un-American
Activities during the 1st session of the 87th
Congress and printed under the title of
“Rules of Procedure—Committee on Un-
American Activities,” together with all ap-
plicable provisions of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946, as amended, be,
and they are hereby, adopted as the rules
of the Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties of the House of Representatives of the
88th Congress.’

“The committee adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

“E. E. WiLr1s2
“Acting Chairman.
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

A copy of the aforesaid “Rules of Pro-
cedure—Committee on TUn-American Ac-
tivities,” as revised in 1961, and as adopted
in the foregoing resolution, is attached to
this appendix and made a part hereof,
marked as “Exhibit A.”

2. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the Committee on
Un-American Activities held on February 19,
1064:

“The Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles met in executive sesslon on Wednesday,
February 19, 1964, in room 356 of the Can-
non House Office Bullding at 4:20 p.m.
The following members were present: Edwin
E. Willis, chairman; Willlam Tuck, Joe Pool,
Richard Ichord, Henry Schadeberg.

“The following staff members were pres-
ent: Francls J. McNamara, director, Frank
8. Tavenner, Jr,, general counsel; and Alfred
M. Nittle, counsel.

“A motion was made by Mr. Tuck, sec-
onded by Mr. Schadeberg, and unanimously
carried authorizing the holding of hearings
in Washington, D.C., or at such other place

1 Mr. Willis succeeded Mr. Doyle as acting
chairman, upon Mr, Doyle's decease.
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or places as the chairman may designate,
on such date or dates as the chairman may
determine, including the conduct of inves-
tigations deemed reasonably necessary by
the staff in preparation therefor, relating to
the following:

“1. Strategy, tactics, and activities of mem-
bers of the Communist Party and Commu-~
nist organizations in alding the entry into
the United States of aliens inadmissible
under the provisions of the Immigration and
Nationality Act;

“2, Security aspects of the temporary ad-
mission to the United States of aliens who
are inadmissible under provisions of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, for the
legislative purpose of determining whether
the exigencies of the situation require a
strengthening of the security provisions of
the Immigration and Nationality Act; )

“3 The execution by the adminisirative
agencies concerned of the security provisions
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, and
all other laws, the subject matter of which is
within the jurisdiction of the committee,
the legislative purpose being to exercise con-
tinuous watchfulness of the execution of
these laws to assist the Congress in apprais-
ing the administration of such laws, and in
developing such amendments or related leg-
islation as it may deem necessary; and

“4, Any other matter within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee which it or any sub-
committee thereof appointed to conduct
these hearings may designate.

“The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

“EpwiN E. WILLIS,
“Chairman.

“Frawncis J. McNAMARA,
“Director.”

3. The following is a copy of the order of
the chairman of the Commiitee on Un-
American Activities, Representative EpwIin
E. Wmpis, appointing a subcommittee to
conduct a hearing as contemplated by the
foregoing resolution of February 19, 1964

MarcH 11, 1064,
To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara, Director, Com-
mittee on Un-American Actlvities.

Pursuant to the provisions of the law and
the rules of this committee, I hereby appoint
a subcommittee of the Committee on Un=-
American Activities, consisting of Hon. Rich-
ard Ichord and Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg
as assoclate members, and Hon. Joe R. Pool,
as chairman, to conduct a hearing in Wash-
ington, D.C., on Thursday, March 12, 1964, at
8 p.m. as contemplated by the resolution
adoption by the committee on the 18th day
of February 1964, relating to the entry of
allens into the United States and other mat-
ters under investigation by the committee
and take such testimony on said day or suc-
ceeding days as 1t may deem necessary.

Please make this action a matter of com-
mittee record.

If any member indicates his inability to
serve, please notify me.

Given under my hand this 11th day of
March 1964,

E. E, WiLris,
Chairman, Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities

4, The following is a copy of the order of
the chairman of the Committee on Un-
American Actlvities, Representative Epwin E.
WirLs, designating Representative August E.
Johansen to serve on the aforesald subcom-
mittee until such time as Representative
Henry O. Schadeberg can r his service
on said subcommittee:

“SEPTEMBER 4, 1964.
“To: Mr, Francis J. McNamara, director, Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities.

“On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon. Joe
R. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord, and Hon.
Henry C. Schadeberg to serve as a subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Un-American
Activities to conduct hearings as contem-
plated by the resolution adopted by the com-
mittee on the 19th day of February 1964, re~
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lating to the entry of allens into the United
States and other matters under investigation
by the committee. Mr. Schadeberg has noti-
fied me of his inability to serve on said sub-
committee at its hearing scheduled for 10
a.m., Wednesday, September 0, 1964,

“I hereby designate Hon. August E. Johan-
sen to serve on said subcommittee in the
place of Mr. Schadeberg at the hearing sched-
uled for September 9, 1964, and until such
time as Mr. Schadeberg can resume his serv-
ice on said subcommittee.

“E. E. WILL1S,
“Chairman, Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities.”

5. The following is an extract from the
minutes of a meeting of the aforesald sub-
committee of the Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities, held on November 18, 1964:

"A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities met in executive session
on Wednesday, November 18, 1964, in room
226 of the Cannon House Office Bullding,
Washington, D.C,, at 11 am. The following
members were present: Mr. Pool, chairman;
Mr. Ichord (entered at 11:30 am.), Mr,
Schadeberg. Mr. Johansen was also present.

“The following members of the committee
staff were present: Francis J. McNamara, di-
rector; Willlam Hitz, general counsel; Donald
Appell, chief investigator; Mrs. Mary Valente,
acting recording clerk.

“The director stated to the subcommittee
that it was necessary to the committee in-
quiry relating to the entry of aliens into
the United States and other matters to hear
testimony from Dagmar Wilson, Donna Allen,
and Russell A, Nixon, He explained why the
testimony of these three individuals was nee-
essary to the inquiry. On motion of Mr.
IcuORD, seconded by Mr, Schadeberg, the fol-
lowing resolution was unanimously adopted
by the subcommittee:

* ‘Whereas the director of the committee
explained the reasons why Dagmar Wilson,
Donna Allen, and Russell A. Nixon should
have knowledge of facts relevant and mate-
rial to the investigations and hearings au-
thorized by the committee resolution of
February 19, 1964, relating to the entry of
aliens into the United States, and other mat-
ters: Now, therefore, be it

‘“‘Resolved, That the subcommittee is of
the opinion that the within-named persons
should be required to attend the said hear-
ings and investigations as witnesses and to
produce such books, papers, and documents,
and to give such testimony as the subcom-
mittee deems necessary; that the subcommit-
tee deems such attendance to be necessary
in furtherance of the committee's legislative
purposes; and that the subcommittee au-
thorizes subpenas to be issued therefor in
accordance with the provisions of law.’

“The subcommittee agreed that Dagmar
Wilson, Donna Allen, and Russell A. Nixon
should be required to appear before the sub-
committee on December 7, 1964, in executive
session.

“The meeting adjourned at 12:25 p.m.

“JoE R. Poor,
“Chairman.
“Mrs. MARY VALENTE,
“Acting Recording Secretary.”

6. The following iz a copy of the order
of the chalrman of the Committee on Un-
American Activities, Representative Edwin
E. Willis, appointing Representative August
E. Johansen to serve on the said subcom-
mittee in the place of Representative Henry
C. Schadeberg:

“To: Mr. Francis J. McNamara, director,
Committee on Un-American Activities.

“On March 11, 1964, I appointed Hon. Joe
R. Pool, Hon. Richard Ichord and Hon. Henry
C. Schadeberg to serve as a subcommittee
of the Committee on Un-American Activities
to conduct hearings as contemplated by the
resolution adopted by the committee on the
19th day of February 1964, relating to the
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entry of aliens into the United States and
other matters under investigation by the
committee. Mr. Schadeberg has indicated
that he may be unable to serve on said sub-
committee at its contemplated December 7,
1964 hearing, and possibly on other days, be-
fore and after that date, during the re-
mainder of the year when meetings and hear-
ings of the subcommittee may be held.

“I hereby designate Hon. August E. Jo-
hansen to serve on the said subcommittee
in the place of Hon. Henry C. Schadeberg
for the remainder of the year at any meet-
ings and hearings of the subcommittee which
Mr. Schadeberg is unable to attend.

“Given under my hand this 25th day of
November 1964.

“E. E. WiLL1s,
“Chairman, Committee on Un-American
Activities.”

7. The following is an extract from the

minutes of a meeting of the aforesald sub-
committee of the Committee on Un-American
Activities, held on December 7, 1964, at 10:08
am.:
“A subcommittee of the Committee on
Un-American Activities designated by the
chairman on November 25, 1964, to sit at
hearings in the matter of entry of aliens
in the United States under walver of in-
eligibility, met in room 225, Cannon House
Office Building, at 10:08 a.m. The fol-
lowing members were present: Joe R. Pool,
chairman; Richard Ichord, August E. Jo-
hansen. Representative Donald C. Bruce
was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred N. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chief investi-
gator; and Juliette P. Joray, recording clerk,

“The director advised the members that a
request had been received by the committee
from Lawrence Speiser, director of the Wash-
ington Civil Liberties Union and attorney
for Mrs. Dagmar Wilson and Mrs. Donna
Allen, that the hearings scheduled for Decem-
ber 7 and 8 be canceled or held in public
session rather than in executive session.
Following a discussion during which the
reasons for holding the hearings in execu-
tive session were fully explored, Mr. ICHORD
moved that Mr. Speiser's request be denied
and that the hearings be held in executive
session. Mr. Johansen seconded the motion
and the chairman so ordered.

“The chief investigator briefed the mem-
bers on Russell Nizon’s background.

“The subcommittee agreed to have all
three witnesses in the hearing room at the
same time for the reading of the opening
statement.

“The meeting adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

“JoE R. Poor,
“Chairman of Subcommittee.
“JULIETTE P. JoRAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

8. The following are the minutes of a
meeting of the aforesaid subcommittee of the
Committee on Un-American Activities held
on December 7, 1064, at 11 a.m.

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chair-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings
in the matter of entry of aliens in the United
States under waiver of ineligibility, met on
December 7, 1964. The following members
were present: Joe R. Pool, chairman; Richard
Ichord, August E. Johansen., Representative
Donald C. Bruce was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis J.
McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; and Donald Appell, chief Investi-
gator,

“The subcommittee discussed and con-
sidered again the request previously recelved
in a letter from Mr. Lawrence Speiser, at-
torney for Dagmar Wilson and Donna Allen,
that the hearings be canceled or held in
public. It also considered the additional
requests Mr. Spelser made in the hearing
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prior to recess relative to a public hearing for
his clients. In addition, the subcommittee
considered the views and requests of Russell
Nixon expressed prior to recess.

“The subcommittee, in its deliberations,
viewed these requests in the light of all
relevant committee resolutions and appli-
cable rules of the House and the committee
itself, Including House rules 26(g) and 26
{m), and committee rule IV. The subcom-
mittee concluded that rule XI 26(g) was
applicable, and that an executive session was
desirable, for reasons of national interest,
because of the area of Government opera-
tions Involved, but which could not be dis-
closed to the witnesses at this time in any
detall without violating that interest. It
was also determined that rule XI 26(m) pre-
cluded a public hearing at this stage of the
investigation because the proposed area of
interrogation would involve persons, other
than the witnesses, in a defamatory or pos-
sibly incriminating manner forbidden by the
rule. :

“The subcommittee unanimously conclud-
ed that the hearing should be continued in
executive session and the requests of the
witnesses for a public hearing denied.

“It was agreed that Mr. Ichord would pre-
pare a statement expressing the subcommit-
tee's determination, which he would make
for the record when the hearing was recon-
vened at 2 p.m.

“It was agreed that, In the interim, Mr.
Ichord would check with the Parllamen-
tarian of the House to obtain his view of
the lssues confronting the subcommittee and
determine whether or not he believed the
position adopted by the subcommittee was a
correct one.

“The meeting adjourned at approximately
11:35 a.m.,

“Joe R. PooL,
“Chairman.
“JUuLIETTE P. JoRraY,
“Recording Secretary.”

9. The following are the minutes of the
aforesaid subcommittee of the Committee on
Un-American Activities held on December T,
1964, at 2 pm.

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the Chalir-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearings
in the matter of entry of aliens in the United
States under waiver of ineligibility, met in
executive session in room 225, Cannon House
Office Building, at 2 p.m. on December
7, 1964.

“The following members were present: Joe
R. Pool, chairman; Richard Ichord, August
E. Johansen. Representative Donald C.
Bruce was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chilef investi-
gator and Jullette P. Joray, recording clerk.

“With further reference to the requests of
Russell Nixon and Mr. Speiser on behalf of
his clients, Mrs. Dagmar Wilson and Mrs.
Donna Allen, discussed at the meetings held
this day, Mr. IcEORD reported to the subcom-
mittee on his contracts with the Assistant
Parliamentarian, William Cochrane in the ab-
sence of the Parliamentarian, Mr. Deschler.
Mr. IcHoORD stated that the Assistant Parlia-
mentarian advised him that by virtue of the
committee resolutions, committee rules and
applicable House rules, the subcommittee
was empowered to order an executive session.

“The committee deliberated and concluded
that there were aspects of national interest
involved which require the holding of these
hearings in executive session and that rule
XI, 26(m), was operative in that the area
of interrogation of these three witnesses
might tend to defame, degrade or incriminate
persons other than the witnesses. It was sug-
gested that Mr. IcHORD prepare a statement
on behalf of the subcommittee, the contents
of which were unanimously approved by the
subcommittee, and which Mr. ICHORD Wwas
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to deliver upon the reconvening of the sub-
committee following the recess.

“On motion of Mr. IcHORD, seconded by Mr.,
Johansen and unanimously adopted, it was
agreed that the requests of Mr. Nixon, Mrs.
Wilson and Mrs. Allen, should again be de-
nied.

“The meeting recessed at 2:45 p.m.

“JoE R. Poow,
“Chairman.
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
Recording Secretary.”

10. The following is an extract of the min-
utes of the aforesaid subcommittee of the
Committee on Un-American Activities held
on December T, 1964, at 4:06 p.m.:

“A subcommittee of the Committee on Un-
American Activities designated by the chair-
man on November 25, 1964, to sit at hearlngs
in the matter of entry of allens in the United
States under waiver of ineligibility, met in
executive session on December 7, 1964, in
room 219 of the Cannon House Office Build-
ing at 4:05 p.m. The following members were
present: Joe R. Pool, chairman; Richard
Ichord, August E. Johansen. Representative
Donald C. Bruce was also present.

“The staff members present were Francis
J. McNamara, director; Alfred M. Nittle, coun-
sel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator; and
Juliette P. Joray, recording clerk.

“The subcommittee was called to order by
the chairman who stated that the purpose of
the meeting was to consider what action the
subcommittee should take regarding the re-
fusal of Russell Nixon to be sworn or exam-
ined as a witness; and the failures of Dagmar
Wilson and Donna Allen to testify at the
hearing conducted by the sald subcommittee
on the 7th day of December 1964, and what
recommendation it would make to the full
committee regarding their citation for con-
tempt of the House of Representatives.

“After full discussion of the refusal of Rus-
sell Nixon to be sworn or examined as a wit-
ness, & motion was made by Mr. IcHORD,
seconded by Mr. Johansen, and unanimously
carried that a report of the facts relating to
the refusal of Russell Nixon to be sworn as a
witness and to answer any question before
the said subcommittee at the hearing afore-
said, be referred and submitted to the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities as a whole,
with the recommendation that a report of
the facts relating to the refusal of said wit-
ness to be sworn and answer any questions,
together with all of the facts in connection
therewith, be referred to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, with the recom-
mendation that the said witness be cited for
contempt of the House of Representatives, to
the end that he may be proceeded against in
the manner and form provided by law.

“The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

“JoE R. PooL,
“Chairman.
“JULIETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

11. The following is an extract of the min-
utes of a meeting of the full Committee on
Un-American Actlvities held on December 10,
1964, at 10 a.m.:

“The Committee on Un-American Activities
met in executive session on Thursday morn-
ing, December 10, 1964, in room 225, Cannon
House Office Building, at 10 o'clock a.m. The
following members were present: Edwin E.
Willis, chairman; Willlam Tuck, Joe R. Pool,
Richard Ichord, Donald C. Bruce.

“Also present were the following staff mem-
bers: Francis J. McNamara, director; Wil-
llam Hitz, general counsel; Alfred M. Nittle,
counsel; Donald T. Appell, chief investigator;
Phillp Manuel, investigator; and Juliette P.
Joray, recording clerk.

“Chairman Willis called the meeting to
order at 10:18 am., and announced that this
special meeting of the committee was called,
after notice to all committee members, for
the purpose of considering a recommenda-
tion of the subcommittee headed by Mr. Pooy,
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looking into the entry of allens into the
United States under walver of ineligibility,
that Russell Nixon, Dagmar Wilson and
Donna Allen be cited for contempt because
of their refusals to testify before the sub-
committee in executive session on Monday of
this week, December 7.

“The chairman then directed Mr. Poor,
chairman of the subcommittee, to report on
the matter being considered by the com-
mittee.

“Representative Pool reported to the com-
mittee that he was chairman of the subcom-
mittee appointed by the chairman, com-
posed of himself, Representatives Richard
H. Ichord and August E. Johansen, to con-
duct "earings on December 7, 1064, at Wash-
ington, D.C., as contemplated under the
resolution adopted by the committee on the
19th day of February 1064; that the sub-
committee met in executive session on De-
cember 7, 1964, in the Cannon House Office
Building, Washington, D.C., to receive the
testimony of Russell Nixon, Donna Allen, and
Dagmar Wilson who had been duly sub-
penaed to appear as witnesses before sald
subcommittee; the sald meeting of the sub-
committee was attended on December 7,
1964, by subcommittee chairman, Repre-
sentative Joe R. Pool, and Representatives
Richard H. Ichord and August E. Johansen;
that the witness, Russell Nixon, having ap-
peared before the subcommittee, refused to
be sworn or examined as a witness, willfully
refused to answer any question pertinent to
the question under inguiry, and wilifully
refused to give any testimony touching mat-
ters of inquiry committed before said sub-
committee; that the said Donna Allen ap-
peared before the subcommittee, was admin-
istered an affirmation as a witness by the
subcommittee chairman, but willfully re-
fused to testify In response to any question
pertinent to the guestion or subject under
inguiry; that the said Dagmar Wilson ap-
peared before the subcommittee, was duly
sworn as a witness, and when asked to state
her name and residence for the record and
whether she was represented by counsel, she
responded to those questions, but thereupon
and thereafter willfully refused to answer any
question pertinent to the question under in-
quiry and willfully refused to give any testi-
mony touching matters of inquiry before said
subcommittee as required by her subpena;
that the subcommittee thereafter met in ex-
ecutive session, attended by the said subcom-
mittee chalrman, Representative Pool, and
Representatives Ichord and Johansen, being
all of the members of the sald subcommittee;
at which time, motions were made and unan-
imously adopted with respect to each of said
persons, to wit, Russell Nixon, Donna Allen,
and Dagmar Wilson, that a report of the
facts relating to the refusal of each of them
to testify before sald subcommittee at sald
hearings after having been summoned to ap-
pear to testify before said subcommittee, be
referred and submitted to the Committee on
Un-American Activities as a whole, with a
recommendation that a report and state-
ment of fact with reference to the refusal
of each of sald witnesses to appear to testify
as aforesald, be made to and filed with the
Speaker of the House, the House now being
adjourned sine die, in order that the sald
Speaker may certify the same under the seal
of the House, to the appropriate U.S. at-
torney to the end that each of said witnesses
may be proceeded against for contempt of
the House of Representatives in the manner
and form provided by law.

“A motion was made by Mr. Pool, seconded
by Mr. Bruce, that the subcommittee’s report
of the facts relating to the refusal of Russell
Nixon to be sworn as a witness and to testify
before the sald subcommittee at the hearings
conducted before it in Washington, D.C., on
the 7th day of December 1964, be and the
same is hereby approved and adopted, and
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that the Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles report the said failures of Russell Nixon
to the Honorable John McCormack, Speaker
of the House of Representatives, the House
or Representatives now being adjourned sine
die, in order that the said Speaker may cer-
tify the same to the TU.S8. attorney
for the District of Columbia to the end that
the sald Russell Nixon may be proceeded
against in the manner and form provided by
law; and that the chairman of this commit-
tee is hereby authorized and directed to for-
ward such report and statement of fact con-
stituting such failure of Russell Nixon to the
sald Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Following discussion, the motion was put to
a vote and it was unanimously adopted. Mr.
Pool asked for the yeas and nays to be re-
corded. The yeas and nays were taken. Mr.
Willis voted *‘yea,’” Mr. Tuck voted “yea,” Mr.
Pool voted “yea,” Mr. Ichord voted “yea,” and
Mr. Bruce voted ‘“‘yea.” Mr. Bruce also stated
that he was authorized to vote the proxy of
Mr, Johansen and that if he were present he
would vote yea. So the motion was agreed to.
“The meeting adjourned at 11:15 a.m.
“Epwin E. WiLLis,
“Chairman.
“JurLiETTE P. JORAY,
“Recording Clerk.”

IMMIGRATION HEARINGS

Mr. FEIGHAN., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to announce that the
Subcommittee on Immigration and Na-
tionality will commence hearings on im-
migration legislation on February 16 at
10 am. Arrangements are now being
made to schedule witnesses to appear be-
fore the subcommittee.

Administration spokesmen will be
called to testify on changes made in the
administration proposal on which hear-
ings were held by the subcommittee dur-
ing the 88th Congress,

Opportunity will be provided inter-
ested organizations and individuals who
wish to present their views on immigra-
tion legislation.

The schedule of hearings will be ar-
ranged so that prompt action can be
taken to bring reform immigration leg-
islation to the floor of the House early in
this session.

THE ELDERCARE ACT OF 1965

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Speaker, along
with Representative Tromas B. CURTIS
of Missouri I have today introduced leg-
islation, the Eldercare Act of 1965, that
would amend the Kerr-Mills law to au-
thorize broad health insurance coverage
for elderly persons.

The bipartisan Herlong-Curtis bill
would authorize Federal grants to the
States on a matching basis to help per-
sons 65 years of age and older pay costs
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of the health insurance if they could not
afford it otherwise. The bill would pro-
vide for utilization of Blue Shield and
Blue Cross plans and private health in-
surance companies.

The cost of such coverage would be
borne entirely by Government for those
elderly individuals whose income falls be-
low limits set by each State. For indi-
viduals with incomes between the mini-
mum and a maximum, Government
would pay a part of the cost on a sliding
scale according to income. Individuals
with income above the maximum would
pay the entire cost, but they would have
the benefits of an income tax deduction
for such payments, as well as statewide
bargaining for noncancellable health
care policies.

Persons under 65 years of age also
would be given an income tax deduc-
tion for the amount of premiums paid
on noncancellable health insurance pol-
icies to become effective upon retirement.

States could administer the program
under State health departments if they
so chose. The Eerr-Mills program now
is administered by State welfare depart-
ments.

It was expected that the Herlong-Cur-
tis bill would be supported by the Amer-
jican Medical Association which recently
announced such a plan—the doctors’
eldercare program.

Both HerrLonG and CURTIS are members
of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee which has made health-care-for-the-
elderly legislation its first business of this
session with deliberations on it in closed
meetings starting today.

In a joint statement, Herrone and
CurTis said:

Our legislation is designed to provide
elderly persons all the medical services they
require, in contrast to the limited benefits
in the King-Anderson social security tax bill,
Under our bill, workers would not be taxed
to pay for hospltalization of those who are
financially able to pay for it themselves.

This legislation would not endanger the
solvency of the social security fund or per-
mit control of local hospitals by a Federal

bureaucracy, as the King-Anderson proposal
could.

This bill goes to the real problem: helping
those who need help in financing their health
care. That problem would still remain after
these individuals had used up the limited
benefits of the King-Anderson bill. Why levy
a new tax and set up another Federal bu-
reaucracy when it will not do the full job?

A summary of the Herlong-Curtis bill

follows:
ELDERCARE ACT OF 1965
HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE UNDER MAA

This bill would amend title I (old age as-
sistance and medical assistance for the aged)
and title XVI (ald to the aged, blind, or dis-
abled, or such aid and medical assistance for
the aged) of the Social Security Act to add
a new section under which a State with an
MAA program would be authorized, in its
discretion, to provide the MAA in the form
of premium payments for health insurance
coverage under voluntary private health in-
surance plans in addition to providing the
assistance in the manner authorized under
existing law. A State wishing to participate
in the program would be required to enter
into contracts or other arrangements with
private Insurance carriers as it deems appro-
priate.

The contracts would have to: (1) be guar-
anteed renewable; (2) provide benefits which,
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together with MAA benefits authorized in
existing law, include both institutional and
noninstitutional care; (3) establish enroll-
ment periods not less often than once a year;
and (4) contain such other provisions as the
State agency determines are necessary to
carry out the purposes of the program.

If a State provides an MAA program in the
form of health insurance coverage, the same
coverage would have to be avallable to all
individuals who reside in the State and who
are 65 or over. In the case of old age assist-
ance recipients (or aged recipients of aid to
the aged, blind, or disabled under title XVI),
at the discretion of the State, the coverage
may be in lieu of or in addition to aid pro-
vided in the form of medical or remedial
care under existing law. The bill provides
that premium payments for such coverage
would constitute medical or remedial care
for aged recipients under the two titles.

The bill provides that premiums for cover-
age of any individual under an insurance
plan would be paid by the State agency
with the following two exceptions. The
State agency could establish a maximum in-
come level at least equal to the highest level
at which an individual may qualify under
the MAA program in the State. If the in-
dividual’s income is above this level, the
premiums would be pald in part by the in-
dividual and in part by the State agency
in proportions based on the individual’s
income as the State agency may determine
up to a higher income level as the State
agency determines to be appropriate. If
the individual’s income is above the higher
level, he would be required to pay the pre-
mium in full. Income standards for eligi-
bility would have to be “reasonable.”

For the purposes of the bill, “income”
would include gross income as defined un-
der the Internal Revenue Code and all other
income which is not includible in gross in-
come for tax purposes.

Each individual covered under an insur-
ance plan under the program would be re-
quired to certify his income to the State
agency in a manner and at such times (but
at least once a year) as the State agency may
require. The State agency would be re-
quired to accept the certification as conclu-
sive. The certification would be subject to
the penalties for fraud under the Social Se-
curity Act (a fine of up to $1,000, or im-
prisonment for up to 1 year, or both).

The bill would provide that medical as-
sistance for the aged would be provided in
behalf of individuals who are not reciplents
of OAA but whose income (rather than in-
come and resources) is insufficlent to meet
the cost of necessary medical services.

The bill provides that, notwithstanding
the provisions of existing law, if a State plan
under title I or XVI includes both MAA and
old age assistance or ald to the aged, blind,
or disabled, the State could designate one
State agency to administer or supervise the
portion of the plan that relates to old age
assistance (or aid to the aged, blind, or dis-
abled), and a separate State agency to ad-
minister the medical assistance for the aged
plan.

The bill would modify the prohibition in
existing law against enrollment fees by pro-
viding an exemption for a State plan which
provides medical assistance for the aged in
the form of health insurance coverage.

The bill would amend the provisions of
titles I and XVI which describe the purposes
of appropriations to include encouragement
for “each State to provide medical assistance
for all aged individuals through the utiliza-
tion of insurance provided by private insur-
ance carriers.”

The bill provides that States which pro-
vide MAA through the use of health insur-
ance plans would have their Federal con-
tributions increased by 5 percent (to 52.5—
84 percent rather than 50-80 percent) of
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sums expended for medical or remedial care.
A State which provides medical care using
the health insurance plan under the old-
age assistance program or the combined pro-
gram of aid to the aged, blind, or disabled,
would also have its Federal contribution
increased by 5 percent (to 52.5-68.25 percent
rather than 50-65 percent).

Purther, the Federal Government would
contribute toward the cost of administra-
tion of the health insurance program on the
same basis as it does under the OAA and
MAA programs.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE FOR MENTALLY ILL AND
TUBERCULOUS

The bill would amend title I (old-age
assistance and medical assistance for the
aged) and title XVI (aid to the aged, blind,
or disabled, and medical assistance for the
aged) of the Soclal Security Act to author-
ize money payments to, or medical care in
behalf of, needy individuals who are 65 years
of age or over unless the individual 1s an
inmate in a public institution other than a
patient in a medical institution.

Thus, payments or care could be provided
to any needy individual who is a patient in
an institution for tuberculosis or mental
disease. Payments could be made to an in-
dividual who has been diagnosed as having
tuberculosis or psychosis and who is a
patient in a medical institution as a result
thereof, and care could be provided to an
individual who is a patient in a medical in-
stitution as a result of a diagnosis of tuber-
culosis or psychosis without regard to the
42-day limitation contained in existing law.
However, under the combined program of
aid to the aged, blind, or disabled (title XVI),
such payments or care could not be made or
provided to or in behalf of any individual
in an institution for tuberculosis or mental
disease if he is under age 65.

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE AMENDMENTS

The bill would make the following amend-
ments to the provisions of the Internal Rev-
enue Code which relate to medical expense
deductions:

1. If neither the taxpayer nor his spouse
has attained the age of 65, they would be
authorized a deduction equal to—

(a) The uncompensated amount spent for
medical care for any dependent who has at-
tained the age of 65;

(b) The amount pald for accident or
health insurance for the taxpayer or his
spouse which by its terms would become ef-
fective when either has attained the age of
65; and

(¢) Uncompensated medical expenses in-
curred on behalf of the taxpayer, his spouse,
and other dependents which exceed 3 percent
of the taxpayer's adjusted gross income,

2. If the taxpayer or his spouse has at-
tained the age of 65, there would be no limi-
tation on the deduction for uncompensated
medical expenses incurred in behalf of the
taxpayer, his spouse, or dependents over age
65. However, the deduction in behalf of de-
pendents under age 656 would continue to be
subject to the 3-percent limitation.

For the purposes of the above amend-
ments, a dependent over age 66 would mean
any individual who is related to the tax-
payer, or who is a member of the taxpayer’s
household (as defined by the Internal Rev-
enue Code) regardless of the amount of sup-
port the individual receives from the tax-
payer. (A dependent under existing law is
one who receives over half his support from
the taxpayer.)

The amendments relating to the health
insurance program would become effective
July 1, 1966, but a State could make them
effective any time after the first day of any
quarter after the date of the bill's enact-
ment. The amendments relating to the in-
come tax deductions would become effective
for taxable years after the bill's enactment.
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“MR. SPEAKER,” A NEW BOOK
ABOUT THE HOUSE OF REPRE-
SENTATIVES AND SOME OF ITS
LEADERS

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, there
was recently published a book entitled
“Mr. Speaker” with the subtitle “Four
Men Who Shaped the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives,” which should prove of
interest to all Members of this body.

‘Written by Booth Mooney, formerly of
Texas, now of Washington, “Mr.
Speaker” presents profiles in depth of
four political giants of the House of
Representatives: Speakers Henry Clay,
Thomas Reed, Joseph Cannon, and Sam
Rayburn.

Joseph F. McCaffrey, the well-known
Capitol Hill television reporter, has said:

Mooney's book does more to explain the
House and its importance in our system than
some of the heavier, more definitive works
by professors.

Under permission granted me, I insert
in the Recorp a review of “Mr. Speaker”
by Robert E. Baskin, chief of the Dallas
News Washington bureau, and the text
of Mr. McCaffrey’s television review:

Four KEY SPEAKERS LEFT INDELIBLE STAMP
oM House

(By Robert E. Baskin)

WasHINGTON —"I never served under any
President. I served with eight.”—House
Speaker Sam Rayburn of Texas.

“Everything is all right out West and
around Danville. The counfry don't need
any legislation.”"—House Speaker Joseph G.
Cannon of Illinois.

“The right of the minority is to draw its
salaries and its function is to make a
quorum,”—House Speaker Thomas B. Reed
of Maine.

These are quotations from three men who
have held what has been described as the
second most powerful position in our Gov-
ernment—the speakership of the House of
Representatives.

In each case the occupant of this lofty
post was a man with great consciousness of
the power of the office, his own stature in
the government and, implicitly, the prestige
of the House,

Booth Mooney, an old Washington hand
and a former Dallas public relations man, has
made a study of the speakership and pro-
duced a book (Mr. Speaker; Follet, Chicago;
$6.95) in which he not only evaluates the
office but also delineates the four men who in
his judgment did the most to mold the office.

Mooney's work was encouraged by the late
Sam Rayburn, who held the speakership
longer than any other man. Mr, Sam un-
doubtedly would agree with most of the
conclusions drawn by the author.

The four outstanding speakers, deplcted
by Mooney are Rayburn, Cannon, Reed, and
back in the early days of the Republic, the
brilliant and controversial Henry Clay of
Kentucky.

“There have been other great speakers, but
it is my opinion that these are the men who,
more than any others, influenced the struc-
ture and direction of the House of Repre-
sentatives,” Mooney says In his preface.

It would be hard to fault his verdict on
this. Nicholas Longworth of Ohio and
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Champ Clark of Missouri were memorable
men, to say the least. And Texas' John Nance
Garner was a speaker who knew the ways of
the House as few men have.

But in the light of history, it was Clay,
Reed, Cannon and Rayburn—in that chron-
ological order—who made the office what it
is today.

In the first 11 Congresses after independ-
ence the speakership was an office modeled
after the British House of Commons pat-
tern—a job calling prinecipally for presiding
over the body in a nonpartisan way.

Henry Clay changed that completely in
the early years of the 19th century.

He took command of committee assign-
ments and he decided that the House must
conduct its business in an orderly fashion.
In the early years, and at times in more re-
cent history, the House was a noisy place
where Members drank, talked as much as
they pleased and shouted down others try-
ing to speak.

But essentially, Clay viewed the job as a
partisan one and it has remained such ever
since. He took the lead on pressing legisla-
tion and as a leader of the “war hawks"”
helped bring about the War of 1812,

As “the great compromiser’” he had tre-
mendous effect on the development of the
gguntry in the critical years before the Civil

ar.

There is a gap of a good many years be-
tween Clay's reign and that of Reed of Maine,
who became Speaker in 1889, and in the in-
tervening period the House had fallen into
some disreputable conditions.

The portly, tart-tongued Reed was just the
man to correct this, and he did so unflinch-
ingly, drawing up a new set of rules for the
House which he enforced rigidly.

Democrats were outraged by the Republi-
can Speaker's tactics. They particularly re-
sented his moves to curb filibusters and his
sternness in requiring Members to be pres-
ent and be counted on quorum calls.

But he was strongly partisan, too, and
could so stolidly refuse to recognize mem-
bers of the opposition who addressed the
chairman he was known as “Czar Reed.”

On one occasion he so angered Congress-
man Constantine Buckley Kilgore of Texas
that Eilgore kicked out the panels of a door
leading into the lobby. He was called
“Klicking Buck"” ever afterward.

Summing up Reed, Mooney says, “He
brought order to the House at a time when
disorder threatened to stop the Government
from functioning. He set down a pattern
for the speakership that, even after sub-
sequent modifications, changed the nature
of that office for all time.”

“Uncle Joe"” Cannon was probably the
most colorful Speaker of all, and partisan to
the extent that he considered Democrats sim-
ply not qualified to run the Government,

Using the Reed rules, he amassed vast
power, consolidating his hold on the Rules
Committee and every other key commit-
tee in the House. His rulings from the chair
were arbitrary and sometimes capricious.

“The ayes make the most noise, but the
nays have it,”" he declared once after a volce
vote.

It was Cannon who brought the office to its
greatest peak of unbridled power, but the
old man from Danville, Ill., simply went
too far. He was stripped in 1910 of much
of his power by insurgent Republicans led
by Nebraska's George W. Norris and the in-
tolerable Democrats. The office of Speaker
and the chairmanship of the Rules Com-
mittee were divorced for good.

Mooney appraises Rayburn as the Speaker
who was “closest to the people of the coun-
try.” The squire of Bonham, although vested
with great power, preferred to lead the House
through persuasion and good relations with
his fellow Members.

His great asset, in Mooney's view, was his
abllity to have “the feel of the House.” He
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could advise Presidents precisely what they
could expect of the body.

“Looky here, Mr. President,” Rayburn
once told Franklin D. Roosevelt, who did
not appear to be listening to him. “By God,
I'm talking to you. You'd better listen.”
Roosevelt listened and changed his mind
about a plece of legislation,

Rayburn was ever consclous of the dig-
nity of the House, and the days when Mem-
bers could become unruly or ungentlemanly
ended, it is to be hoped, forever. And he
demonstrated that bipartisanship, partic-
ularly in foreign affalrs, could work admi-
rably.

Mooney’s book, in addition to being in-
teresting reading, reflects a large amount of
research. It is a valuable and much-needed
contribution to the study of the American
system of government.

TELECAST BY JOSEPH F. MCCAFFREY OVER STA-
TIoN WMAL-TV, WasHINGTON, D.C., No-
VEMBER 13, 1964

Speaker of the House Henry Clay told a
newly elected successor to that office the
secret of being a good presiding officer, “De-
cide, decide promptly and never give your
reasons for the decision. The House will
sustain your decisions, but there will always
be men to cavil and quarrel about your
reasons.”

This is just one of the many sidelights of
the speakership in his new book, *“Mr.
Speaker,” by Booth Mooney. To give an
insight into one of this counfry’s most im-
portant positions, Mooney has done a sketch
of four of the most powerful Speakers in our
history, Clay, Thomas Reed, Joseph Cannon,
and Sam Rayburn.

No one knows better the problems that
Joun McCorMack will face beginning in Jan-
uary because of the topheavy Democratic
majority in the House than JoHN McCor-
MACK. Mooney recalls the top-heavy major-
ity the Democrats had in 1937 and the prob-
lems which faced Majority Leader Rayburn.
The Republicans were so few in number it
created the tender problem that there was
not much incentive for cohesiveness among
the Democrats’ large majority.

Later when he became Speaker, Mr. Ray-
burn kept his hold on his majorities by per-
sonal persuasion. As then Senate Leader
Lyndon Johnson said, “Rayburn runs the
House out of his hip pocket.”

Each of the four profiles is well done, but
the one that moves to tears and then laugh-
ter is the one on Sam Rayburn, a man
Mooney knew well. He knew him so well
that the pen portrait he passes along of him
is one of the best ever written.

Not many men really knew Rayburn. He
had to protect himself from the gladhanders
and the phonies, but those who did know
him knew one of the great men In our
history.

Mooney’'s book does more to explain the
House and its importance in our system than
some of the heavier, more definitive works
by professors.

The jacket says Mr. Mooney Is now a pub-
lic relations consultant here in Washington.
He should give that up, lock himself in a
room and turn out more books like “Mr.
Speaker.”

It is one of the few books which will appeal
to those who know little about American
policies as well as to those who make it their
daily meat and potatoes.

WASHINGTON POST ACCUSED OF
LYING
Mr, McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House, soon after I was
first elected as chairman of the House
Committee on the District of Columbia
about 15 years ago I decided never to try
to reply to any type of newspaper article
concerning the House Committee on the
District of Columbia, or me personally,
which appeared in any of the Washing-
ton papers.

Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, I have asked for this time for the
purpose of correcting a statement ap-
pearing in the Washington Post news-
paper headlines this morning concerning
the House District Committee. I
thought we had an excellent reorganiza-
tion meeting of the committee yesterday,
as we adopted the committee rules and
regulations, and also adopted the list of
subcommittees for the 89th Congress.
We reported 11 noncontroversial bills on
which hearings were held during the
88th Congress and unanimously passed
the House; however, they were not con-
sidered by the other body before the
adjournment of the 88th Congress. Iam
certain that the 20 Members present for
the organization meeting yesterday will
vouch for the fact that no one mentioned
any proposed revenue legislation and no
one mentioned the President’s budget.
The real purpose of the meeting was to
reorganize the committee. The Presi-
dent’s budget message of course was re-
ferred to the Appropriations Committee
and not the District legislative commit-
tee. My committee has not received any
proposed revenue legislation from the
Commissioners or the White House. Our
committee will give consideration to any
revenue proposals that are referred to
the House District Committee from the
President or the District Commissioners.

The headlines of the Washington Post
and the statement that the chairman of
the committee had blocked the Presi-
dent’s budget was an unadulterated lie
and a sample of the type of backing the
House District Committee gets from the
Washington press and news media in
general—from the Washington, D.C.,
Post, January 27, 1965, “McMirLLaN Balks
at District of Columbia Budget Plans;
House Fight Stalls Johnson Program of
Schools, Health.”

TO ESTABLISH A FEDERAL WATER
CONTROL COMMISSION

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, it has
been my privilege to serve as a member
of the House Natural Resources and
Power Subcommittee, and I have found
the work of that subcommittee tremen-
dously interesting. We have held ex-
haustive hearings in various parts of the
United States on the all-important sub-
ject of water pollution and we have
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amassed one of the most definitive
records on this subject that has ever been
gathered together. The work of the sub-
committee has not been completed, but
we are in a position at this time to make
recommendations on the basis of our
studies, and the more we probe the prob-
lem of water pollution control, the more
convinced I am that corrective measures
must be taken at once.

Water pollution has become the Na-
tion's single most critical natural re-
sources problem.

For these reasons, I have today filed a
bill similar to that which I proposed in
the 88th Congress, to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, to establish
a Federal Water Control Administration,
to provide grants for research and de-
velopment, to increase grants for con-
struction of municipal sewage treatment
works, and to authorize recommenda-
tions for studies of water quality.

Almost all of our major streams, rivers,
and lakes are suffering increasing pollu-
tion and this condition is jeopardizing
our water supplies, menacing the public
health, destroying aquatic life and dis-
gracing our environment. This pollu-
tion comes from contaminants which are
being dumped into rivers and streams in
many parts of the country. They in-
clude oils, garbage, chemicals, acid drain-
age from mines and new chemicals such
as synthetic fibers and detergents, pesti-
cides, and radioactive wastes. Our own
Federal installations are not without
blame.

The bill, which I have filed today, es-
tablishes a Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Administration within the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
to administer comprehensive programs,
sponsor interstate cooperation, recom-
mend establishment of water quality
standards, and stimulate elimination of
pollution by Federal installations.

I have recommended the authoriza-
tion of an appropriation of $20 million
annually for the next 4 years for re-
search and development grants. In ad-
dition, I have proposed the authoriza-
tion of appropriations of $150 million for
fiscal year 1966 and $200 million for
fiscal year 1967, for grants to the States
for waste treatment works. This would
provide grants of up to 50 percent of the
estimated cost of demonstration projects
for operating combined storm and sani-
tary sewers. I recommend that we in-
crease the individual dollar ceiling limi-
tations on Federal grants for construc-
tion of waste treatment works from
$600,000 to $1,500,000 for a single project,
and from $2,400,000 to $5 million for a
joint project involving two or more com-
munities. These have particular refer-
ence to large municipalities.

I propose that we authorize an addi-
tional 10 percent in the grant for con-
struction of waste treatment works after
the project is certified as conforming
with comprehensive plans for a metro-
politan area.

My bill would authorize the Secretary
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, after public hearing and
consultation with all interested parties,
to prepare recommendations of stand-
ards of water quality for interstate
waters.
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It would also provide that waste water
discharges by Federal installations be
reviewed by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

I want to point out that while I rec-
ognize the need for greater local en-
forcement procedures, I also feel that we
must reestablish and reaffirm a pattern
of local, State, and Federal cooperation.

Experience has shown that there is
definite need for Flederal participation in
the financing of sewage treatment plants
and in the encouragement of research
and development so essential to the con-
tinuing operation of industrial plants
currently contributing materially to the
pollution problem. One cannot listen to
the evidence that our subcommittee has
heard from all segments of the commu-
nity, and from all parts of the country,
without coming to the conclusion that
the national interest requires a stepping
up, not only in research but also in con-
struction of facilities and, above all, in
enforcement activity, if the Nation's
water resources are to remain equal to
the tremendous demands which will be
made upon them in the future.

For this reason, I believe that the
grants for research and development pro-
vided in my bhill are vitally important.
I feel also that the broadening of the
application of this legislation by raising
the limitations on grants for single proj-
ects, and combined projects, will have
productive results.

This is the problem which faces every
community and every State in the Na-
tion because the communities and the
States cannot bear the cost of abating
pollution. I feel that the Federal Gov-
ernment must step up its participation
without further delay if we are to meet
the crisis confronting us in the shortage
of usable clean water.

TO AMEND TITLE 23 OF THE UNITED
STATES CODE TO INCREASE THE
TOTAL MILEAGE OF THE NATION-
AL SYSTEM OF INTERSTATE AND
DEFENSE HIGHWAYS
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from

New Jersey?
There was no objection.
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, the very

lifeblood of a densely populated and
heavily industrialized State’s growth is
its highway facilities. If States such as
New Jersey are to continue to prosper
they must have additional and better
highways. Therefore, I am introducing
a bill to amend title 23 of the United
States Code which would increase the
total mileage of the National System of
Interstate and Defense Highways from
41,000 to 50,000 miles.

At present the Federal Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads has an authorization of 41,000
miles but has requests from a number
of States, including New Jersey, for an
additional 20,000 miles. The Bureau
cannot even consider these additional
requests, regardless of the needs, because
all of the mileage authorized under the
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Federal Highway Act of 1956 has been
allocated.

Our population is booming and each
day more and more vehicles are being
used on our roads. In New Jersey many
persons commute to work each day and
good roads are a necessity rather than
a luxury to them. Before an industry
locates in a State it first takes a hard
look at the highway facilities because
the difference between good and bad
highway facilities can mean the differ-
ence between success and failure,

In Monmouth and Ocean Counties, for
instance, there are more than 500,000
residents and yet there is but one high-
way which links them with the State
capital in Trenton. This artery is Route
33. It is totally inadequate to handle
the number of persons who must travel
on this road each day. Because it is
inadequate it also is dangerous.

This need for a limited access through-
way between the shore area and Trenton
is of paramount importance now. This,
of course, is just one example. There
are many other areas of New Jersey, as
well as other States, where new or im-
proved highways are desperately needed
now. Unfortunately, under the present
authorization New Jersey is unable to re-
ceive additional 90-10 Federal funds be-
cause all of the mileage in the Interstate
Highway System has been exhausted.

No additional tax assessment is re-
quired in order to increase the authoriza-
tion from 41,000 to 50,000 miles. These
funds are derived from the trust fund
which was established by Congress and
administered by the Federal Bureau of
Public Roads. This fund is primarily
financed through taxes on petroleum
products used in motor vehicles and is
self-sustaining. These revenues are de-
rived solely from those making use of our
roads.

I am hopeful that the Congress will
give early consideration and approval to
my bill. I ask unanimous consent that
the text of my bill be printed in full at
this point in the RECORD, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the first
sentence of subsection (d) of section 103 of
title 23 of the United States Code is amend-
ed by striking out “forty-one thousand
miles” and inserting in lieu thereof “fifty
thousand miles.”

A PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. WHITE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
by reason of a number of hostile and
insulting acts by President Nasser of the
United Arab Republic, the people of my
district are generally opposed to aid to
Nasser’'s government unless such aid
benefits our country. Because of recent
actions of Mr. Nasser, I agree with my
constituents, Therefore, when the House
met in the Committee of the Whole on
January 26, 1965, to deliberate on the
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Commodity Credit Corporation Act, in
a standup vote I voted for an amendment
to curtall this aid to Nasser’s government
as a means of tangible warning to Presi-
dent Nasser., This amendment failed
and the House convened in regular ses-
sion, at which time a motion was made to
recommit the bill back to committee with
instructions to bar the use of any funds
to finance any exportation of agricul-
tural commodities to the United Arab
Republic under provisions of title I,
which was substantially the same
amendment presented in the Committee
of the Whole House.

Knowing our present responsibilities
and commitments under the Commodity
Credit Corporation Act, I did not feel
that this appropriation should be delayed
any longer or buried, which I felt re-
committal to committee would do.
Therefore, I voted against recommital,
although I did favor curtailing aid to
Nasser’s government. The motion to re-
commit carried, and unanticipated by me
and by a parliamentary maneuver under
the rules, the bill was immediately sub-
mitted back to the House within a mat-
ter of minutes for a final vote, at which
time I voted for the bill, as amended, to
curtail aid to Nasser’s government under
the Commodity Credit Corporation Act.

AUTO SAFETY GETTING CLOSER
LOOK

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, the appalling rise in the auto death
rate is causing increased concern in re-
sponsible corners of the Nation. Latest
fleures show that in 1964 an estimated
48,000 Americans died in traffic mishaps.
This figure is almost one-third higher
than the number of Americans who died
in combat during the Korean war,

As a member of the House Subcommit-
tee on Health and Safety which in the
88th Congress approved Public Laws 201
and 515 to encourage higher safety
standards among auto manufacturers
through more stringent requirements for
U.S. Government-purchased vehicles and
other methods, I was pleased to see the
General Services Administration an-
nouncement establishing safety stand-
ards for Government-purchased auto-
mobijles. As these new specifications
cover such equipment as windshields,
brakes, seat belts, instrument panels, and
other features, coupled with the fact that
Government purchases of vehicles come
to almost 60,000 annually, the effects of
these steps should be widespread, par=
ticularly in view of an estimated produc-
tion of 8 million cars this year.

Additional signs of concern may bhe
seen in the Federal Trade Commission
hearings held recently on automobile tire
safety. Numerous States are becoming
aware of the need for heightening auto
safety standards.

And it is interesting to note that Gen-
eral Motors has become involved in about
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45 lawsuits due to accidents concerning
one of their automobiles which is al-
legedly termed “inherently dangerous”
due to its design.

It is clear that unless faster progress
is achieved the public will demand action
to stem the slaughter on America’s high-
Ways.

PRESIDENTIAL DISABILITY AND
SUCCESSION

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced legislation in the form
of a House joint resolution providing for
a constitutional amendment on the sub-
j;:ct of Presidential disability and succes-
sion.

It seems to me there has been enough
talk about the lack of provisions in our
Constitution to provide this great coun-
try continuity of leadership in the event
of Presidential death, resignation, or dis-
ability. It is time we acted to do some-
thing to fill this void.

I, along with other Americans, am
thankful the recent hospitalization of
our President was due to a common cold
and not a more serious illness. But the
events of recent times attest to the
urgency of immediate action.

The resolution I have introduced guar-
antees that our Nation will not be with-
out a Vice President. It sets up ma-
chinery to handle succession in the case
of disability of the President. I do not
say it is the only method which could be
considered.

But this matter must be considered
and I am happy to join with those now
pressing for such consideration by this
Congress.

HORTON BILL EXTENDING INDEM-
NITY PROGRAM FOR DAIRYMEN

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection. !

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, the effi-
ciency of American agriculture has made
this Nation the best fed group of people
in the history of civilization.

Yet, today's food producer, in some
respects, works in a narrow range of
safety limits. On the one hand, he can-
not produce crops, milk, and livestock
products economically without using
modern pesticides. But, on the other
hand, he runs the risk of having pesti-
cide residues show up—even though ac-
cidentally—in the food products he mar-
kets. The incidence of pesticide residues
in milk throughout the Nation last year
served to dramatize this problem.

The odd thing about this situation is
that dairy farmers were following USDA
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and land-grant college recommendations
for insecticide use. The difficulty lay in
the fact that the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration had developed and adopted
without sufficient advance notice a new
method of analysis which can detect
residues as small as 0.01 parts per mil-
lion. The milk was the same as before
with one important exception: before
there was no question of its purity; after-
ward, substantial numbers of farmers
had to dump their milk as unfit for
human consumption.

Safeguarding the health interests of
American consumers is, as it well should
be, a primary consideration. But ac-
tions such as these milk-dumping epi-
sodes are economically injurious and de-
serve congressional concern.

Obviously, work is sorely needed in
further defining and setting up stand-
ards for pesticide use as well as pesti-
cide residues. Later in this session, I
plan to introduce legislation to speed ac-
tivities toward this end. However, this
will take time and farmers need protec-
tion in the interim. In this interest, I,
therefore, introduced legislation today to
extend the present indemnity program
for dairy farmers forced to dump milk
because of pesticide residues.

My measure amends the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 through exten-
sion of the indemnity payments provision
from its current expiration at the end of
this month to June 30, 1967. An appro-
priation of $8.8 million made last year
for this section of the antipoverty bill
remains available until June 30 of this
yvear should the extended authorization
be passed by Congress.

LEGISLATIVE REAPPORTIONMENT
IN IDAHO

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include a memorial,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Idaho?

There was no objection.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
I have today received a joint memorial
from the legislature of my State of
Idaho calling for a constitutional con-
vention to consider an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States to
provide that both houses of a bicameral
State legislature need not be apportioned
solely on the basis of population. The
memorial contains an amendment pro-
posed by the Idaho State Legislature. I
have today introduced a House joint res-
olution with language identical to that
contained in the memorial.

Mr. Speaker, on September 11, 1964, a
circuit judge in Michigan ruled that a
county board of supervisors must be re-
apportioned on the “one-man, one-vote”
theory. And, on January 5, 1965, the
Supreme Court of the State of Wiscon-
sin ruled similarly.

This, I submit, is an unwarranted in-
trusion into State affairs by the judi-
ciary. Section 2 of the resolution would
deal with this problem, just as section 1
deals with the problem of apportionment
of State legislatures.
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I commend this joint resolution to my
colleagues, and respectfully request that
hearings on it be called promptly.

SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 1

To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States in Con-
gress assembled:

We your memorialists, the members of the
Senate and the House of Representatives of
the Legislature of the State of Idaho, assem-
bled in the 38th session thereof, do respect-
fully represent that:

Whereas the Constitution of the United
States should not prohibit any State which
has a bicameral legislature from apportion-
ing the members of one house of such legis-
lature on factors other than population, pro-
vided that the plan of such apportionment
shall have been submitted to and approved
by a vote of the electorate of that State;
and

Whereas the Constitution of the United
States should not restrict or limit a State
in its determination of how membership of
governing bodies of its subordinate units
should be apportioned; and

Whereas in proposing an article as an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States implementing the above free-
dom from prohibition, restriction or limita-
tion of apportionment, the article, as pro-
posed, should be inoperative unless it shall
have been ratified as an amendment to the
Constitution by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States within seven
years from the date of its submission to the
States by Congress.

Now therefore, we your memorialists re-
spectfully make application to the Congress
of the United States to call a convention for
the purpose of proposing an article as an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States, to read as follows:

“ARTICLE —

“S8ectrioN 1. Nothing in this Constitution
shall prohibit any State which has a bicam-
eral legislature from apportioning the num-
bers of one house of such legislature on fac-
tors other than population, provided that
the plan of such apportionment shall have
been submitted to and approved by a vote
of the electorate of that State.

“Sec. 2. Nothing in this Constitution shall
restrict or limit a State in its determination
of how membership of governing bodies of
its subordinate units shall be apportioned.

“Sec. 3. This article shall be inoperative
unless it shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
within 7 years from the date of its submis-
sion to the States by Congress."

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That if Con-
gress shall have proposed an amendment to
the Constitution identical with that con-
talned in this memorial prior to June 1, 1965,
this application for a convention shall no
longer be of any force or effect; Be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state of
the State of Idaho be, and he is hereby au-
thorized and directed to forward certified
copies of this memorial to the Secretary of
the Senate of the United States, the Clerk of
the House of Representatives of the United
States and to each Member of the U.S, Con-
gress from this State, as belng an applica-
tion of the Legislature of the State of Idaho,
pursuant to article V of the Constitution of
the United States.

AERONAUTICS AND SPACE IN 1964—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H.
DOC. NO. 65)

The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
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and, together with the accompanying pa-
pers, referred to the Committee on Seci-
ence and Astronauties and ordered to be
printed with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am proud to transmit—as I know the
Congress will be proud to receive—this
review of the significant successes of our
Nation’s aeronautics and space efforts in
the calendar year of 1964.

The advances of 1964 were gratifying
and heartening omens of the gains and
good to come from our determined na-
tional undertaking in exploring the fron-
tiers of space. While this great enter-
prise is still young, we began during the
year past to realize its potential in our
life on earth. As this report notes, prac-
tical uses of the benefits of space tech-
nology were almost commonplace around
the globe—warning us of gathering
storms, guiding our ships at sea, assist-
ing our mapmakers and serving, most
valuably of all, to bring the peoples of
many nations closer together in joint
peaceful endeavors.

Substantial strides have been made in
a very brief span of time—and more are
to come, We expect to explore the moon,
not just visit it or photograph it. We
plan to explore and chart planets as well.
We shall expand our earth laboratories
into space laboratories and extend our
national strength into the space dimen-
sion.

The purpose of the American people—
expressed in the earliest days of the space
age—remains unchanged and unwaver-
ing, We are determined that space shall
be an avenue toward peace and we both
invite and welcome all men to join with
us in this great opportunity.

In summary form, the accompanying
report depicts the contributions of the
various departments and agencies of the
Government to the Nation’s aeronautics

and space accomplishments during 1964,
LynpoN B. JOHNSON.
THE WHITE HoUsk, January 27, 1965.

THE 17TH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE

AGENCY—MESSAGE FROM THE

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED

STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency:

To the Congress of the United Stales:
Pursuant to the provisions of section
802(a) of the Housing Act of 1954, I
transmit herewith for the information
of the Congress the 17th annual report
of the Housing and Home Finance Agen-
ey covering housing activities for the
calendar year 1963.
LynpoN B. JOHNSON.
TaE Waite House, January 27, 1965.

CONTROL OF DANGEROUS DRUGS

Mr. DEL: CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. DWYER]
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may extend her remarks at this point in

the REecorp and include extraneous

madtter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, the fact
that the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce this morning opened
hearings on legislation to control the dis-
tribution of dangerous drugs as its first
matter of legislative business is, I believe,
an occasion for real satisfaction.

As a cosponsor with the chairman of
the committee, the distinguished gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr. Harris], of the
bill under consideration and as a sponsor
of similar legislation in the 87th and 88th
Congresses, I am especially grateful that
early and determined action is underway.
With the chairman’s leadership and with
increasing awareness of the devastating
impact on the youth of our country of
readily available, habit-forming drugs
like the amphetamines and barbiturates,
I am confident that this Congress can
guickly enact a bill providing reasonable
and effective controls.

This morning’s Wall Street Journal
carried a very comprehensive article
summarizing the “goof ball” and “pep
pill” situation as the committee begins
its hearings. While I can appreciate the
sense of uncertainty on the part of re-
tail druggists faced with the prospect
of certain regulations in this area, I do
not share their fears that such regula-
tions either can or will be unreasonable
under the terms of the legislation.

And, certainly, the article makes clear
the fact that we cannot wait any longer
to take effective action against a threat
to the health and welfare of young Amer-
icans of mammoth proportions.

Mr. Speaker, I include the article as a
part of my remarks.

CONGRESSIONAL HEARING BEGINS ON Praw To
CurB “GoOOF BaLLs,” “PEP PILLs": GROWING
Use OF BARBITURATES, AMPHETAMINES BY
TEENAGERS AND OTHERS SPURS MEASURE

(By Joseph W. Sullivan)

WasHINGTON . —A legislative assault on the
“goof ball” and the “pep pill” may well be-
come the new Congress’ very first contribu-
tion to the Great Society.

Faced with mounting evidence that these
habit-forming depressants and stimulants
have supplanted heroin and marijuana as
the country’s most insidious drug threat,
legislative leaders are pushing action to curb
their illicit distribution ahead of all other
Johnson administration health proposals.

At House Commerce Committee hearings
beginning this morning, the Food and Drug
Administration will make its pitch for close
Federal scrutiny of all makers and dispensers
of the pills. The object: To catch pill diver-
sions from legitimate medical uses as they
occur.

The committee chairman, Democratic Rep-
resentative Harris of Arkansas, is already
sponsoring a bill patterned on the FDA's
past requests. He intends to move the legis-
lation swiftly through the House. In the
Senate, enthusiastic backers led by Connect-
icut's Democratic Senator Dopp assure a
warm reception.

Within the drug industry, however, there
are worries that the FDA’s proposed cure
may prove more painful than the malady.
Retall druggist groups are préepared to fight
the legislation outright unless they are ex-
empted from its tedlous recordkeeping and
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inspection requirements. Drug producers
fear the FDA might some day try to extend
its proposed power to any medicine, perhaps
even aspirin, that could be harmful in over=-
doses.

FRETTING ABOUT “BUREAUCRATS"

“The way the legislation is worded and
the way those officlous bureaucrats at FDA
work, they’'ll be inquiring into every sale of
any drug that’s subject to misuse, and that
takes in nearly everything we sell,” com-
plains one industry spokesman.

“Goof ball” and ‘“pep pill” are the com-
mon back-alley names for a pair of basie drug
compounds: Barbiturates and amphetamines.
Both compounds serve useful medical pur-
poses; both ordinarily must be prescribed
by doctors. Barbiturates fill the roles of
painkiller, nerve calmer and just plain sleep-
ing pill. Amphetamines can pep up the
depressed and the lethargic; they also can
suppress appetite for the overweight and can
relieve nasal congestion.

Served up by peddlers at highway truck
stops to long-haul truckdrivers and on street
corners and college campuses to thrill-seek-
ing youngsters, both types of pills can cause
abundant trouble. Pep pills, says a harassed
New Jersey police chief, “makes antisoclal
lions out of kids as timid as mice.” When
taken by truckdrivers, according to the In-
terstate Commerce Commission, they con-
tribute to many truck collisions. Goof balls
create a trance-like effect and remove social
and sexual inhibitions. Both compounds
are habit forming, though less so than true
narcotics. Both can cause permanent dam-
age to the brain and nervous system—and
even death.

For one view of the pill problem, listen to
Police Chief Joseph P. McDevitt of Seaside
Heights, N.J. Since 1960, he says, disorderly
conduct arrests in that resort town have
grown almost fivefold. “At first we thought
the kids had found an illegal beer tap, but
when our cops approached them they'd start
biting, kicking and shoving, things they
wouldn't do on alcohol,” the chief relates.
“Then we started noticing other kids with
glazed or vacant looks at the dance halls and
on the beach front, and we realized we had a
pill problem.” The biggest troublemakers
are highschoolers spending spring weekends
at the beach. Police once broke up a sex
party involving 35 nolsy teenagers in a rented
cabin. Amid the ripped furniture police
found a big supply of pills.

THE FPILL HABIT SPREADS

Elsewhere, there is ample evidence that
the pill habit is spreading. Chicago police
report a 65 percent increase last year over
1963 in “dangerous drug” cases, defined as
arrests for illegal sale or misuse of drugs not
technically classified as narcotics; Baltimore
experienced a 60-percent rise In the same
period. In Los Angeles, teenage arrests for
amphetamine and barbiturate use soared
from 50 in 1958 to 821 last year. Police in
the New York City suburb of Yonkers last
summer pinpointed 900 teenage pllltakers,
mostly in upper-income neighborhoods.

“It's easy to sensationalize the fact that
some kids get hopped up on pills and com-
mit lurid crimes or go beserk. But the real
tragedy is measured in terms that the aver-
age person can't see, in lives that sink into
oblivion,” declares Dr. John D. Griffith, Okla-
homa’s director of mental health planning.
In a recent 6-month survey in the Oklahoma
City area, Dr. Grifith identified more than
2,500 pilltakers compared to a “few dozen”
narcotics addicts. Among those “hooked”
on pills: A psychiatrist, the daughter of a
prominent physician, and an Ailr Force
captain.

In contrast to narcotics trafiie, which con-
centrates in big-city slums, the illegal pill
trade is ubiquitous. The truck stop and the
roadside tavern have extended it into even
the smallest communities, according to the
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FDA. In 1962, the agency surveyed amphet-
amine and barbiturate compounders and es-
timated thelr annual output at 9 billion tab-
lets; by means of more obscure computa-
tions, the FDA figures at least half of these
are diverted into illegal channels. Though
the wholesale price is only a tenth of a cent
per tablet, the standard 10 cents a pill
charged by illicit retail peddlers indicates an
annual take of at least $450 million,

The FDA insists it can't cut this total
without stronger enforcement tools. Local
authorities say they are powerless to do much
without Federal help to shut off the sources
of illicit supply. Hence the push for legisla-
tion,

Late last year the Senate whisked through
a bill directing the FDA to police the sales
records of all firms distributing any drugs
that may induce “psychotoxic effects or an-
tisocial behavior” if taken in excessive quan-
tities. The object was to clamp down on
sales that start the pills down the wrong
paths. The bill also would have strength-
ened the FDA's existing powers to seize such
drugs and prosecute illicit sellers, making it
a crime just to possess the pills without a
prescription and killing a requirement that
they must have crossed State lines before
Federal action can be taken. “It can be
awfully difficult to prove that a little pink
pill has traveled interstate,” complains one
FDA official.

This measure was far too severe for many
retail druggists and more than a few drug
makers. Some foresaw extension of onerous
recordkeeping requirements and nuisance
inspections to a wide range of prescription
products and, eventually, to such over-the-
counter staples as cough syrups and nasal in-
halers. (Indeed, looking beyond the pill
problem, FDA officials are talking seriously
about cracking down on the surreptitious
use of cough medicine for its codeine con-
tent and nasal inhalers for their ampheta-
mine fumes). In any case, the House took
no action on the pill problem last session.

The bill now before the House Commerce
Committee meets many of the industry ob-
jections. It would simplify recordkeeping
requirements and confine them to drugs
with “depressant or stimulant effect on the
central nervous system.” While striking out
the interstate-movement requirement now
limiting Federal action, it would soften the
possession clause with several exemptions to
cover certain medical needs. Also, it would
give any drug producer or distributor af-
fected a chance to challenge his inclusion
before an ostensibly independent advisory
committee.

But the retail drugglsts still aren't happy.
““The average pharmacist is a little guy who
takes a lot of pride in his professional stand-
ing,” explains a lobbyist sympathetic to his
problems, “and it burns this little guy up to
see his tax money going to pay a lot of Fed-
eral snoops to come in and harass him.”

A PLEA TO MODERNIZE CONGRESS

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScHWEI-
KEr] may extend his remarks at this
po:nt in the Recorp and include extrane-
ous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker, the
House has taken important first steps to
modernize its procedures, but I feel ad-
ditional reforms are vital if Congress is
to function effectively in the nuclear age.

H.R. 3172, which I have introduced,
would establish a 16-member Commission
on Congressional Reorganization to study
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the organization and performance of
Congress and determine ways to improve
its legislative processes in the public in-
terest.

The volume and complexity of legisla-
tion before the Congress have been con-
stantly increasing, but little has been
done over the decades to streamline con-
gressional rules and procedures.

On the opening day of the 89th Con-
gress, the House adopted three important
rules changes designed to improve its
efficiency.

These changes passed the House 224 to
201 with my support. The narrow 23-
vote margin by which the three reforms
were adopted indicates the difficulty of
persuading Congress to modernize itself.

The legislation which I have intro-
duced, providing for a Commission on
Congressional Reorganization, would
pave the way for further reforms neces-
sary if Congress is to be responsive to
present-day needs.

Five members of the Commission would
be appointed from the Senate and five
from the House. The President, and
former Presidents Eisenhower and Tru-
man, would each appoint two members,
since I believe congressional procedures
are not exclusively the concern of Mem-
bers of Congress; outside experts can be
valuable in this role.

The Schweiker bill would require the
Commission to study at least 12 problem
areas:

Scheduling of legislation. The work-
load is too light early in a session result-
ing in a congressional logjam late in
the session.

Structure, staffing and operation of
congressional committees, including the
role of seniority.

Workload of Congress, including ex-
amination of time devoted to governing
District of Columbia and to handling
thousands of private claim and immi-
gration bills,

Congressional rules and procedures,
including possible use of joint appropri-
ations hearings by the Senate and
House, revision of Senate cloture rule
to curtail filibusters, and use of elec-
tronic voting.

Conflicts of interest of Members of
Congress.

Term of office of Members of the
House, now set at 2 years.

Communications, travel and other al-
lowance of Congressmen and Senators.

Financing of election campaigns.

Duties of Senators and Congressmen
regarding appointments to the service
academies and postmaster appointments.

Strengthening congressional power of
the purse.

Operation and effectiveness of exist-
ing lobbying laws.

Legislative oversight of the manner in
which laws are administered.

H.R. 3172 provides that the Commis-
sion must complete its study and for-
ward recommendations to Congress by
January 31, 1967. I urge my colleagues
to support this proposed legislation.

WHEN URBAN RENEWAL GOES
WRONG—NEW YORK IN CRISIS

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
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man from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, the New
York Herald Tribune is to be highly
commended for its willingness to taks a
hard look at urban renewal, and to re-
port its real impact on the people of the
great city of New York.

I include here an article from the New
York Herald Tribune of January 26,
1965:

WHEN UrBAN RENEWAL GoOES WRONG
(By Barry Gottehrer and Marshall Peck)

Even at its best, when the planning proc-
ess flows smoothly, untouched by political
pressures and indecision, urban renewal still
claims its victims. As unfortunate as this
may be, the greater good of a city, the clear-
ing away of slums and blighted areas, de-
crees it and someone—usually the small busi-
ness man—frequently must suffer hardship
out of necessity.

Unfortunately, in New York City, politics,
indecision and haphazard planning have be-
come disturbingly identifying symbols of
more than a. few urban-renewal projects.
This is the story of one of them and the un-
necessary hardships inflicted by a city gov-
ernment unable to make up its mind,

MOVE

Three years ago, when William Brady
decided to move his retail tire business to
larger quarters, he called his attorney. He
had already found what appeared to be an
ideal locatlon—a spacious and reasonably
priced garage-type building at 311 East 23d
Street—but first, before he moved from 35th
Street, he wanted to make sure the city had
no urban-renewal plans for that block,

A longtime New Yorker, he had heard
about what could happen to a businessmun,
particularly one without political connec-
tions, when the city’s slum-clearance peovle
went to work.

His lawyer, Louis Buck, reported back that
there were indeed plans for an urban-re-
newal project in the Bellevue Hospital area.
But, according to plans approved by both the
board of estimate and the city planning
commission, the Bellevue South project was
fo run from 24th to 28th Streets and from
First to Second Avenues. The building that
Mr. Brady wanted to buy at 311 East 23d
Street was not to pe included in the project.
And, at the time, according to Mr. Buck, he
was told that there were no definite plans
to extend or alter the boundaries of the
project.

When research by the Title Guaraatee
Trust Cc confirmed the attorney’s findings,
Mr, Brady was delighted. It was even beiter
than he had anticipated. Now not only was
he going to move his Economy Tire Co. into
& highly suitable building—with a business
section in front and interior parking in the
back—but he also was moving into an area
that, because of the nearby urban-renewal
project, would be totally redeveloped and
bring additional potential customers into
the neighborhood.

BOLD

With these facts before him, Bill Brady
closed the deal early in December of 1862
and, with a $25,000 downpayment, took pos-
session of the $250,000 property.

“It seemed ideal—the location, the build-
ing, the price—everything,” he sald. "I
thought I had looked into everything.”

He had, but, as he and thousands of oth-
er victims of urban renewal have learned,
everything frequently isn't enough in New
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York. Bill Brady had failed to consider the
inconsistencies, the haphazard planning, and
the irregularities that have marked the ad-
ministration of the city’s urban-renewal pro-
gram since it was first set up.

Within months after he had bought the
building, Mr. Brady learned that the board
of estimate and the housing and redevelop-
ment Board, established in 1960 to strength-
en and consolidate the city's urban-renewal
program, were giving serlous thought to ex-
tending the boundaries of Bellevue South.

Under the new plan, the project would still
run from First to Second Avenues, but it
would also run from 23d to 30th Streets.
Suddenly, Bill Brady found himself standing
directly in the path of a Federal bulldozer
officially named urban renewal but labeled
human or Negro removal by its critics.

PLANNING

“Sure the boundaries for the Bellevue
South project have changed many times, but
that's the way planning works,” says one
city official connected with the program.
“That’s the way planning has to work. When
people ask about the area, we tell them that
‘Yes, as of this date, there is no plan for
that block." But we also are supposed to
warn them that if they are on the outskirts
of a proposed project the plans could always
be changed. Hell, there are no guarantees
about anything in this life. We can’t guar-
antee that your building won't be burned
down by an arsonist either.”

This city official has a job to do—to clear
out slums and bring in more low- and mid-
dle-income housing—but he is part of a sys-
tem that is simply not geared to function
for the benefit of the city's little people,
those who need help most of all.

In the case of Bellevue South, residents
and small businessmen have been treated
to a bafiling serles of shifting boundaries to
the north and fo the south simply because
city officials, after more than 10 years of
planning and procrastination, have finally
decided that the larger boundaries provide
“a neater package.”

The project itself officlally dates back to
April of 1954 when the mayor’s committee on
slum clearance, headed by Robert Moses,
announced that low-rent, State-aided public
housing might be coming between 26th and
30th Streets on the East Side.

Bellevue Hospital, the largest of the city's
hospitals, had long been seeking low-cost
housing in its neighborhood to accommodate
some of its 6,600 employees, and when the
city planning commission listed the area as
“substandard and unsanitary” in December
of 1954, wheels began to turn.

By June of 19566, when the slum clearance
committee sought planning commission and
board of estimate approval to proceed with
planning for the project, the boundaries had
been extended to cover from 23d to 30th
Streets. The approval, however, came at a
time when the slum clearance committee
was under intensive fire for alleged irregu-
laritles In the city's urban renewal pro-
gram—and, consequently, the project was
temporarily shelved.

Yet on June 25, 1950, when the board of
estimate authorized the slum clearance
committee to apply for advanced planning
funds, the project's boundaries now stretched
from 24th to 28th Streets. In fact, as late as
April of 1961, the housing and redevelop-
ment board (HRB) publicly discussed the
project with these same boundaries.

NO SLUM

Though there was occasional mention in
the city's newspapers about enlarging the
boundaries again and an HRB report dated
December 30, 1962 (which listed the bound-
aries from 23d to 30th Street), it was not
until July of 1963 that the planning com-
mission approved the larger $60 million
project and the HRE filed its formal report

to Washington.
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And what 1s even more incredible is that
it was not until last September 10 that the
board of estimate got around to approving
the new Bellevue South project and adopted
a resolution that the boundaries (24th to
28th Street) set on June 26, 1959, more than
b5 years before, should finally be amended
to read from 23d to 30th Street.

Today, a small sign is fixed to the front
window at 811 East 23d Street. It reads, “No
Blight, No Slum"” and, inside, Bill Brady and
a half-dozen employees go about their busi-
ness of selling tires. He had been offered
$160,000 by the city for his property after
belng told that it was assessed for only
$130,000.

Later, city officials discovered that Mr.
Brady's 1964 city tax bill listed the assessed
valuation at $170,000, $40,000 more than the
recent assessment and $20,000 more than
they had offered him. Yet, despite this ap-
parent discrepancy, he has been offered no
adjustment.

So Bill Brady has decided to sue and has
hired Samuel Goldsteln, an attorney who
specializes in condemnation cases. If this
case runs true to form, it will drag out for
more than a year and, though he will prob-
ably recover some percentage of the money
he feels he is legally entitled to, he must
now share it with an attorney.

Some condemnation attorneys receive a
minimum of 25 percent, but most work on a
sliding scale, charging approximately 5 per-
cent if the amount is near the assessed value,
considerably more if the owner seeks what
he considers payment in full for his invest-
ment, tangible and intangible. Mr, Brady
expects to pay his attorney $20,000.

“It's taken me a while but I've finally
learned that in this city you've got to look
out for yourself,” says Bill Brady. “I've
fought this all the way and I can’t fight any
more. I've got to pick up the pleces and
start again. I've got to take second best. I
pald out $250,000 and it seems right that I
should get it back. You know, they claimed
I hadn't made a down payment, came up
here looking me over as if there was some
funny business going on. Well I know what
is right and what is wrong. But I've got to
take what they say. They make it sound
like it is the law.”

RENTS

Until his suit is settled, he will continue
to look for another location (he has had no
luck so far) and continue to sell tires at 311
East 23d Street, a bullding he now rents
from the city. The rent has been set at
$1,360 a month but, because the city is using
four offices above his garage as special quar-
ters for the project administration and be-
cause he is still paying the gas and electric
bill for the entire building, Mr. Brady has
requested a reduction, which the city is now
considering.

“The last decade has seen a complete shift
from brick and mortar renewal to human re-
newal in this city,” says Milton Mollen, the
city’s housing chief. “Despite its youth,
great strides have been made in New York
City under its renewal program. I think
the people who criticize the program just
don't know what they're talking about.
Under our program, the people wind up in
better housing and the businessmen are
reimbursed.”

These are noble sentiments, but, in the
case of Bellevue South and other past proj-
ects, they are, at best, half-truths, To any-
one who spends a week or even a few hours
talking to the residents and businessmen
of the area, it would seem that New York's
human renewal, at times, painfully ignores
the human element. Just look at a cross-
section of the area's residents and business-
men:

Mario Sargenti, a crippled, 52-year-old
importer of food delicacies, i1s a two-time
vietim of urban renewal. He had been
forced out of the Chelsea area by a State-
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alded, low-income housing project in 1958
and had moved to East 24th Street In 1959,

He says he hired an attorney and an
architect to check out urban-renewal plans
for the area.

He also says—and his lawyer concurs—
that they were told by the city planning
commission that there were no plans for 333
East 24th Street.

IMPOSSIBLE

The planning commission—and the HRB—
both say that this is impossible, that there
were plans for 24th Street to be included in
the Bellevue South project at that time.
They also say that they can't understand how
it could possibly have happened,

“It Just doesn’t make sense,” says Lloyd
Eaplan, of the planning commission. “He
should have been told. But, if he was told,
it just doesn't make sense that he would still
have bought the property.”

Mr. Sargentl did buy the property, for
$63,000, and says he spent an additional $40,-
000 to remodel it. The ecity appraisal for his
property was only $68,000 and now he, too, is
being forced to sue the city for money that
his lawyer tells him is rightfully his.

“I don’t know where I stand any more,”
says Mr. Sargentl. “I can't move until I get
the money from the city. I can’t do any-
thing. The city doesn't care about me or
any of the people down here. I've worked
hard in this city. The city has let me down.
Where do I go from here? What can I do?
Start all over again—from scratch?”

WRONG

The City Textile Printing Corp., which em-
ploys 80 people, mostly in unskilled jobs, has
been on East 27th Street for 18 years. “We
can't stop what they're doing,” says Irving
Moskowitz, a company executive. “The city
says 1t's all for progress and we don't have a
leg to stand on. But there's another side to
this. If they force all of us out of business,
where are they going to get tax money from?
The city compains about losing businesses
and unskilled jobs and then they do this.
Since we've been forced to move, we're now
going to look for the most favorable spot—
taxwise and laborwise.” And, according to
the company, the list of possible new sites
does not include a single one in New York
City.

George Baderian, 74, has owned the candy
store at the corner of 23d Street since 1911
and lives above it, on the third floor with his
three sons.

“It 18 wrong what they are doing to this
neighborhood,” he says. “The city is out for
itself. It's not looking out for me. I spent
my life here. You know what happens when
a fish comes out of water, It dles, When I
leave here, I die.”

Duncan Campbell is a sheetmetal worker
who emigrated with his wife and two chil-
dren from Scotland 8 years ago. Today, he
lives at 328 East 28th Street. His problem:
He earns too much to move into the low-
income Nathan Straus development nearby
and too little to move into one of the middle
income buildings that are planned for the
area.

“There have been five different men here
looking and asking what we want to do,” says
Mrs. Campbell. “We've been doing fine until
now. We've been working hard. It's almost
as if we were golng to be penalized for work-
ing hard. The city is killing initiative.”

Irving Brender owns & drycleaning shop at
the corner of 28th Street and Second Avenue.
He and his mother bought the building in
May of 1961. The city today has offered him
$58,990 for his property. Outside the project
area but only two blocks up the avenue,
a building smaller than his own is on sale
for $85,000. Mr. Brender cannot afford to
buy this new building.

“I just happen to be in the way,” he says.
“I'm just going to get the least they want
to glve me.”
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Irving Feuer, part owner of the Peter
Cooper Pharmacy on First Avenue near 24th
Street, is hopeful that the Department of
Relocation will move his store to a tempo-
rary location somewhere within the renewal
area during the construction. For if the
pharmacy is forced to close temporarily or
move far out of the area temporarily, Mr.
Feuer fears he may be out of business perma-
nently.

COMPETITION

Another pharmacy has already rented
quarters just up the block in New York
Towers, a luxury apartment house just re-
cently completed at 306 East 24th Street.

“We may be the old, established drug-
store now,” says Mr. Feuer, “but with a new
drugstore up the street, how many customers
are going to come back to us when we move
back? That other store is hurting us al-
ready.”

It is the new apartment house that really
infuriates most of the area’s longtime resi-
dents and businessmen. This house, where
rents average between $70 and $75 a month
per room, was put up in the last 3 years,
even though its owners knew that the city
already had urban renewsal plans for the area
and concelvably could decide at almost any-
time that their project did not fit into the
Bellevue South plans.

“Sure it was a risk,” says Nelson Seitel,
one of the six owners of the house, an at-
torney, and a former aid and commissioner
of labor under Mayor Wagner. “We figured
we could always move faster than the city.”

By August of 1963, when the city planning
commission held a hearing on a petition to
utilize that site for a public housing project,
the New York Towers people had already
relocated all 122 tenants, cleared the land,
and started excavation.

CONVINCER

Mr. Seitel, who represented his coowners
at the hearing, says he never discussed the
apartment house with the mayor, and doubts
whether his political connections helped him
in any way. He Insists that it was a Federal
Housing Administration commitment of $50
a foot (the price the clty would have to pay
to acquire the cleared land) and the support
of Federal Housing Administrator Robert
Weaver, who said the Federal agency would
not finance a public-housing project at that
price, that ultimately convinced the city ad-
ministration that the apartment house
should stay.

Bellevue South residents and businessmen,
far less successful in their attempts to save
thelr homes and their livellhoods, insist,
without proof, that Mr, Seitel’s political con-
nections were the determining factor.

Whatever the reason or reasons, the fact
remains that a long shot paid off for Mr,
Seitel and his partners—their house is now
listed as part of the approved overall plan
for Bellevue South—while several sure things
have run out of the money for some other
people, who never worked for the mayor.

“We found a good deal of support, almost
as much as opposition, for the Bellevue South
project,” claims Milton Mollen.

What he means is that the residents and
owners of the new apartment house, the
directors and staff of the church and civic
organizations, which will become part of the
project, and the people of Bellevue Hospital,
who one day will benefit from it, are all
strongly in favor of this plan.

What he does not say is that there has
been virtually no support from the people
Bellevue South affects most—those who pres-
ently live and own businesses there.

PROBLEM
Perhaps the biggest problem here—and in
almost every other urban renewal area—is
the determination of what is and what is not
a slum. To people who live and work in
these seven blocks (8,215 residents and 147
retall shops), this area is by no means a
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slum or seriously blighted. It needs re-
hablilitation, they agree, but it does not need
a bulldozer.

But to the city and Bellevue Hospital,
which remains the main force behind the
project, the seven-block area is definitely a
slum, Of the 2,224 dwelling units there, the
HRB classifles 1,632 as “dilapldated,” 289 as
“deteriorating,” and only 303 as “sound.”

Under present plans (Mr. Mollen says it
will be a minimum of 5 years until the proj-
ect is completed), the city intends to re-
habilitate only 233 apartment units, In the
place of the others, the city plans to put
up 17 buildings with 2,260 apartments, Of
these, only 210 will be public housing, with
35 percent of the others averaging between
$24 and #33 a room,

Yet the dislocation of residents in the
Bellevue South project area has been a lot
less painful than it has been in other renewal
areas. Although there is not enough public
and low-income housing in the project, 267
apartments have been reserved in the re-
cently completed Nathan Straus Houses, a
low-income public housing project just out-
side Bellevue South between 27th and 28th
Streets and 2d and 3d Avenues.

PROPOSAL

One proposal—put forward by the Bellevue
South Tenants Association—called for the
clty to build housing for the people of Belle-
vue Hospital on highway and air rights over
the East River Drive and suggested that the
HRB rehabilitate rather than tear up the
seven-block area. This proposal was present-
ed at a city hall hearing and, despite loud
and enthuslastic support, was quickly for-
gotten.

It is precisely this conflict between rehabil-
itation and bulldozing that cuts to the heart
of urban renewal. Everybody agrees slums
and blight are bad. It is the method of
getting rid of them that disturbs many peo-
ple and the ecity’s haphazard planning that
disturbs many more.

There will always be a basic conflict where
urban renewal is concerned. The city gov-
ernment will always insist a project is for
the greater good and the area’s residents
and small businessmen will invariably insist
that it isn't. This conflict is not difficult to
understand.

In many instances, these people have paid
a price for progress that is truly n
for the city’'s greater good. Yet, in the case
of Bellevue South and other projects where
haphazard planning, indecision, and politics
have caused further and greater hardship on
the area’s residents and businessmen, the
price for progress is too high. Here, the
people have ceased to be victims of urban
renewal. They have become instead victims
of the city administration.

TO MANY NEW YORKERS, URBAN
RENEWAL HAS COME TO MEAN
NEGRO REMOVAL, SAYS THE NEW
YORK HERALD TRIBUNE

Mr. DEL, CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. WIpNALL]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr, WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, the
New York Herald Tribune reported on
January 25, 1965, that the public hous-
ing program in New York City was set
up to cure at least one of the problems
of poverty, but, because of limited funds,
unlimited redtape, and little direction
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from the top, “it seems to have created
almost as many problems as it has
solved.”

“New York, Greatest City in the
World—And Everything Is Wrong With
It"” reads a headline in the New York
Herald Tribune, which goes on to say:

It is a city in which a public-housing pro-
gram has been set up to cure at least one of
the problems of poverty, but, because of
limited funds, unlimited redtape, and little
direction from the top, it seems to have cre-
ated almost as many problems as it has
solved, There are currently 520,000 people
living in public housing, but there are more
than 660,000 others now waiting to get in.
At the rate that public housing has been
constructed over the last 2 years (12,000
units or apartments since 1962), it would
take someone more than 10 years to gain
admittance to a public-housing project if
he applied today.

It is a city in which more than $2.19 billion
has been committed to urban-renewal proj-
ects since 19560 in an attempt to wipe out
slums and provide decent low and middle
income housing, but one in which the slums
continue to spread, the ghettos remain, and
there is still a critical shortage of low and
middle income housing. To many New
Yorkers, urban renewal has come to mean
Negro or human removal, the shifting of a
minority group from one slum to another.

In my hope that new housing legisla-
tion covering urban renewal will forth-
rightly move to cure the festering prob-
lems uncovered and reported by the New
York Herald Tribune, I am enclosing the
following article from that fine news-
paper which was published in its Janu-
ary 26, 1965, issue:

[From the New York (N.Y.) Herald Tribune,
Jan., 26, 1965]

AROUSED AND INDIGNANT—URBAN RENEWAL
Hore: PLAGUED BY INDECISION

(By Barry Gottehrer and Marshall Peck)

To New York and dozens of other cities,
fighting a seemingly endless, sometimes futile
war against spreading slums, urban renewal
has become the chief—and essential—
weapon for progress. But in New York—
and elsewhere to varying degrees—it is fre-
quently a peculiar sort of progress, one that
destroys slums out of necessity but one that
also often destroys small businesses and up-
roots lower income families out of ignorance,
incompetence and indecision.

Despite the city's extravagant claims, the
15-year-old slum clearance program in New
York has consistently failed to live up to its
original purpose—'the realization as soon
as feasible of a decent home and a suitable
living environment for every American
family.”

The slum-clearance program officially came
into being in 1949 with the passage of the
title I section of the Federal Housing Act.
Under the legislation, the Federal Govern-
ment agreed to pay cities for slum clearance
and redeveloping by putting up two-thirds
(the other third to be pald in full by the
city or split between the city and the State)
of the cost of buying up and clearing slum
areas. The cleared land was then to be
turned over to bullders and developers at a
considerably lower price than they would
have had to pay if they had cleared the land
themselves.

WHEN IT BEGAN

The term “urban renewal” was brought
into use in 1954 when the Federal Housing
Act was extended to provide Federal assist-
ance on a similar basis for conservation, re-
habilitation and comprehensive planning
and redevelopment.

Since 1949, the U.8. Government has ap-
proved more than $4 billion worth of urban
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renewal contributions nationally, with more
than $263 million allocated for New York
City. Out of this, after 15 years, the city
now has 41 federally aided projects totaling
63,074 apartment units in varying stages of
planning or construction.

Through last month, however, only 3
of these 41 projects and only 24,062 of these
63,074-apartments were listed as completed
by the Housing and Redevelopment Board.
In a city in which the slums and ghettos con-
tinue to spread and where there is a des-
perate need for more public and middle-
income housing, 156 years of urban-renewal
work and money have not made notably
impressive headway.

The failure of the city's urban-renewal
program—coupled with a severe shortage of
public housing (New York voters rejected
two amendments last November that would
have provided 2,500 additional public-hous-
ing units—have made the housing problem
one of the most critical facing the city.

Some 1.25 milllon New Yorkers live in
substandard housing today and more than
600,000 need to and can't get into public
housing.

The white middle class continues to desert
the city (more than 800,000 have left since
1950) because the apartments in Manhattan
are, for the most part, too small or too
expensive.

And the city’s Negroes and Puerto Ricans,
the prinecipal victims of urban renewal, con-
tinue to be pushed from one slum to
another.

One of the most outspoken and articulate
critics of haphazardly administered and
poorly planned urban renewal is Representa-
tive Jorn V. Linpsay, whose 17th Congres-
sional District includes the Bellevue South
area, To the Republican Congressman,
urban renewal is necessary for progress. But
he seems to feel that in New York City urban
renewal has unfortunately been allowed to
become a necessary evil instead of a neces-
sary good in many instances.

“The purpose of the Housing Act of 1949 is
not served when we indiscriminately erase
whole communities from the map,” says Mr.
Lindsay. ‘“We must stop destroying neigh-
borhoods in the name of urban renewal. We
must stop ruining businesses, scattering the
familles we should keep and creating greater
pressure on deteriorating housing—all in the
name of urban renewal. Past programs have
been urban removal rather than urban
renewal.”

PAYING THE PRICE

To a great extent, New York City today is
paying for the capricious manner in which
the urban-renewal program was run through
the years. TUnder the direction of master
builder Robert Moses and his committee on
slum clearance, the urban-renewal or title I
program—as it was originally called—was
the subject of criticism and the object of
controversy almost from the beginning.

Unlike other cities, which would relocate
the residents and then clear the land before
turning the sites over to private developers,
New York insisted upon turning over the
sites with the bulldings still standing and
the tenants still paying rent. This was done
because Mr, Moses said it was the only way
he could get firm commitments from devel-
opers. And what Mr. Moses wanted, Mr.
Moses got.

It was precisely this policy, which allowed
developers to delay relocation and clearance
almost Indefinitely while collecting rents
from thelr slum tenants, that led to the start
of the program’s troubles. By mid-19586,
with 10 projects approved but all running
far behind schedule, hints of scandal and
criticism of the way many slum residents
were being treated were commonplace, But
the biggest explosion—centering around the
Manhattantown project, a six-block area be-
tween Amsterdam Avenue and Central Park
West and 97th and 100th Streets—was yet
to come.
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The plan, calling for the construction of
17 apartment houses with 2,720 units, was
approved by the board of estimate in Sep-
tember of 1951 and scheduled for completion
by August of 1956. Manhattantown, Inc.—
a group of developers headed by a builder
named Jack Ferman and Samuel Caspert,
who previously had been appointed a city
marshal by Mayor Willlam ODwyer—ob-
talned the six-block area, which the city had
condemned for $16.3 million, for $3.1 million,
putting up only §1 million in cash.

THE MANHATTANTOWN STORY

But it wasn’t until the fall of 1954 when
the U.S. Senate Banking and Currency Com-
mittee held & 1-day hearing In New York
that the story began to leak out.

Mr. Caspert disclosed how he had set up
a separate firm headed by his son-in-law
which bought all the refrigerators and gas
ranges in the Manhattantown tenements for
$33,000. ,

The son-in-law then rented the exact same
refrigerators and ranges back to Manhattan-
town which, In less than a year, paid him
$115,326. Though the Senate committee re-
ported that $649,2156 had been siphoned out
of the Manhattantown project by similar
methods in its first 18 months of operation,
no offical action was taken by either Mayor
Wagner or Mr. Moses.

When charges of irregularities continued
and the project’s scheduled completion day
came in August of 1956 without a single
bullding having even been started, Mr.
Moses blamed the Federal officials for taking
too much time in underwriting a loan for
the developers. Yet even when the loans
were approved the Manhattantown develop-
ers did not pick them up. The situation
became so bad in the Manhattantown tene-
ments that one tenant complained she had
no hot water for 3 months and no water at
all for 1 month.

By mid-1957, the dimensions of the prob-
lem no longer could be evaded or denied.
Though developers were collecting millions
of dollars in rent from slum tenements
throughout the city, some of them had not
even bothered to pay their taxes or interest
to the city. Of the $1 million owed the city,
Manhattantown owed more than $414,000.

THE MAYOR'S VIEW

Finally, on June 11, 1957, the slum clear-
ance committee recommended that the city
start foreclosure action to repossess the Man-
hattantown site. Nearly 6 years after the
project had first been approved, Manhattan-
town had not paid its taxes (which now
totaled $620,000), had not cleared its land,
had not started construction of its first
apartment, and had not even picked up its
Federal commitments.

At a city hall press conference, Mayor
Wagner, who had steadfastly supported the
slum clearance committee and its chalrman
and would continue to do so, was asked why
he had done nothing but deny all charges
involving Manhattantown in the past.

“We were misled,” said the mayor.

“You mean to say you were conned for 5
years?” asked one reporter, who had been a
persistent critic of the Manhattantown
setup.

“Well, if you want to put it that way—
yes,” he sald. “I guess you could say we
were conned for 5 years.”

Ultimately, under a new sponsor (Webb &
Knapp, later replaced by Alcoa Residences,
Inc.) and under & new name (Park West
Village), the Manhattantown project be-
came a reality. Today, 2,625 units are oc-
cupled (at rents between $28 and 856 a
room) and another 140 are underway.

Manhattantown, however, wasn't the only
urban-renewal project tainted with scandal
and dotted with irregularities. In others, it
also became obvious that urban renewal
might not always work for the benefit of the
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slum residents, but it certainly didn't harm
the developers.

At one point, the program was being run so
haphazardly that a Federal Housing Admin-
istrator in Washington reportedly decided to
do something about it. According to this
story, the Administrator sent word to the
slum clearance committee in New York that
further funds would be withheld until the
city cleaned up its program, eliminated the
scandal, and started providing better housing
and relocation for the people pushed out.

Within a week, the Administrator reported-
ly received a call from a superior. The mes-
sage was supposed to have been loud and
clear: “Leave Bob Moses and New York
alone.”

The Administrator is said to have taken
the advice and Mr. Moses, whose own honesty
and integrity have never been questioned,
continued to administer New York’s urban-
renewal program in the way he saw fit.

(The Tribune repeatedly has attempted to
interview Mr. Moses about his role in the
city’s urban-renewal program and its history,
but has been told that Mr. Moses would un-
der no condition speak to anyone from this
newspaper about anything.)

Finally in 1960, the housing and redevel-
opment board was established to take over
the duties of the slum clearance commit-
tee and six other municipal programs. Un-
fortunately, in New ¥York, unlike several
other cities (Boston, for one), the urban-re-
newal program and the city’s planning unit,
both of which overlap in many areas, were
not brought under a single administration,

A PLANNING DECISION

It is still up to the city planning com-
mission, which has received $3.7 million from
the Federal Government under a new urban-
renewal arm called the community renewal
program, to hold preliminary hearings and
designate specific areas for urban renewal,

It is then up to the HRB to request addi-
tional funds from the Federal Government
for further study of these designated areas
and, perhaps someday, for ultimate condem-
nation and clearance. Theoretically the
HRB cannot initiate an urban-renewal proj-
ect and the planning commission cannot
complete one.

Caught up in this massive bureaucracy and
this needless duplication of time, money, and
effort, hundreds of thousands of New York-
ers must walt—unable to move because there
is no place to move to and unable to repair
their homes or businesses because banks are
extremely reluctant to extend credit to some-
one whose business or home might be torn
down in the next few years,

What then is the difference between the
city’s urban renewal program 5 years ago and
today? Essentially, the difference seems to
be that the people running the program now
have their hearts in the right place. There
are still occasional whispers of scandal, but
they are infrequent and unsubstantiated.

Under Chairman Milton Mollen, who last
week was named to coordinate all of the
city’s housing programs, the HRB picked
up the cry of other cities in following the
leadership of New Haven Mayor Richard Lee
and his emphasis on “human renewal,” Mr.
Mollen tactfully avolds criticizing the old
slum clearance committee (“I'd rather not
talk about the past,” he says), but belleves
that the entire emphasis of the program has
changed for the better—‘from simply clear-
ing slums to a concern for the problems
they symptomize.”

“I think urban renewal is the hope of
many areas of the city,” he says. “Without
it, there's uncertainty. As it is, there's in-
action on one hand. In certain areas, such
as Bedford-Stuyvesant, private enterprise
won't go in. On the other hand, in other
areas, private real estate interests are mov-
ing in. They only disrupt the neighborhood
and they provide no relocation for the peo-
ple.”
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In New York now, the department of re-
location, which was set up in November of
1962, has taken the job of urban renewal
relocating away from the builders. And the
city itseli—and not the builders—remains in
control of the apartments and stores, col-
lecting the rents until everyone is relocated
and the site is cleared. Then—and only
then—is the land turned over to the develop-
ers.
These are decided improvements—steps in
the right direction—but the administration
of the program and its accomplishments
remain far from impressive.

One need look no further than Lincoln
Center for a vivid example of the city's ur-
ban-renewal program at its very best and,
yet at the same time, still not satisfying
everyone.

At its best, the Lincoln Center project
cleared away a seriously blighted area and
provided the city with a cultural core—in-
cluding a new theater, a new philharmonic
hall, and an opera house—that any city in
the world would be proud to possess.

Yet even here—where the beauty and
worth of the cultural center so clearly dem-
onstrate a step forward from the slum 1t
replaced—there has been criticism—and, to
a degree, the criticlsm is valid.

CAUSE FOR CRITICISM

In the place of the low rent, admittedly
slum housing, a string of expensive apart-
ment houses have been built—far out of
the price range of the people theseé build-
ings have dispossessed. This is the continu-
ing fallure of urban renewal—this almless
traffic and removal of lower income people
from one slum to another—and it is one that
New York officials have been unable to solve.

HRB officials are quick to point out that
the Lincoln Center apartment houses are in-
tegrated, but they usually fail to mention
that they are Integrated by upper-middle-
class Negroes and not by Negroes and Puerto
Ricans who had been driven from the area
by the bulldozers. These houses, where 80
percent of the 4,271 apartments rent for 861
a room, have at best token integration and
the project, despite HRB denlals, is a prime
example of what civil rights leaders call
“Negro removal.”

“It’s unfortunate that someone has to be
hurt and suffer but you have got to think of
the greater need and the greater good," says
one city officlal. “And, for a clity the slze
of New York, the greater need is the elimi-
nation of slums.”

Few people—even those uprooted by urban
renewal—would dispute this. Everybody
knows slums are bad and everybody knows
slums must go. But what troubles these peo-
ple and the many, many others is the lack
of leadership from city hall, the indecision
and the bureaucracy of the planning and ur-
ban-renewal units, the corruption, the poli-
tics, the inhumanity, and the Irrationality
that have plagued this city’s clearance pro-
gram throughout the years of its existence.

DESPERATION OR DECISION?

It makes little sense to clear one slum
merely to start another one somewhere else.
New housing is desperately needed, but, un-
fortunately, those who are the most desperate
have, for the most part, been the last to
get it.

Anyone can tell you that Harlem and Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant both need immediate and
far-sweeplng urban-renewal programs and
low- and lower-middle-income housing, but
because of the magnitude of the problem and
the uncertainty of where to house the peo-
ple while the areas are being rebuilt, the city
chooses to look and rebulld elsewhere.

“I'm absolutely committed to making
New York a slumless city, a city in which
every family, regardless of race, color, or
creed, will live in a decent home, at a price
it can afford to pay, in a good neighborhood
with soundly planned community facilities,”
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wrote Mayor Wagner in a series of syndicated
articles last summer.

The mayor obviously meant every word he
wrote, but, to those people forced to move
out of Bellevue South, Lincoln Center, and
dozens of other renewal areas and those peo-
ple unable to move out of Harlem, Bedford-
Stuyvesant, and the city's other slums, the
mayor's inaction speaks louder than his
words. No matter what name you call 1t—
be it human renewal or human removal—
the city’s housing problems are extreme and
in desperate need of remedial action.

CLEVELAND PRAISES HOUSE FOR
CUT IN AID TO NASSER

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVE-
LAND] may extend his remarks .at this
point in the REcorp and include extrane-
ous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, ac-
tion by the House, by a 204 to 177 vote,
to bar Nasser from receiving American
food aid for the next 5 months was wise
and I supported it wholeheartedly.

In recent months, Egyptian mobs, en-
couraged by Nasser, burned the official
library and information office we set up
to help them; an Egyptian jet fighter,
built in Russia, shot down an unarmed
cargo plane belonging to an American
oil company; and Nasser has unleashed
a steady stream of insult and invective
agalnst us, telling us in effect to jump in
the ocean if we did not like it. All this
in spite of the fact that the American
taxpayer has poured more than $1 bil-
lion into Egypt, bailing Nasser out of
financial troubles time and again.

Our aid, indeed, has helped to make
possible Nasser’s conspiratorial adven-
tures throughout Africa and his direct
contributions to the turmoil in the Con-
go. Because of it, he has been able to
divert resources sorely needed by his
poverty-stricken people to promote war
in Yemen and stir up trouble throughout
Africa and the Mideast. He intimately
follows the Soviet line and is in close
concord with the Kremlin, acting as if he
were in fact, as well as deed, the agent of
the Soviet Union.

It is perhaps too much to expect grati-
tude for the aid we have given and prob-
ably it would be unrealistic to do so. Nor
ought we to expect that recipients of our
aid fall into line with everything we
want. Each nation has special problems
and individual courses to pursue in meet-
ing them. But we do have a right to
expect decency in our relations and re-
spect for our intentions. We ought not
to stand for insults and violence against
our citizens and our installations., Least
of all should we underwrite nations that
are in open, even boastful league with
our opponents.

It is, therefore, incomprehensible to
me that our State Department, only 7
days after the events enumerated above
became public, should have blandly an-
nounced plans to go ahead with a $19-
million further shipment of wheat to
Nasser.
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It is high time that the American
people let the dictators of the world
know that they cannot take our gener-
osity for granted no matter how severely
they revile and attack us. So long as the
administration does not seem inclined
1&0 tell them, it is the duty of Congress to

0 so. “ s

FINANCIAL CRISIS IN THE UNITED
NATIONS

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FasceLL] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. FASCELL., Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, January 26, 1965, was a historic day
in the United Nations. Our permanent
representative to that organization, Am-
bassador Adlai E. Stevenson, took the
floor to outline the position of the United
States on the financial crisis which has
paralyzed the United Nations. I had the
honor to be present on the floor with the
U.S. delegation at that time when this
major speech was delivered to a packed
General Assembly hall. This privilege
was accorded to me as chairman of the
Subcommittee on International Orga-
nizations and Movements of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

Ambassador Stevenson presented the
United States position candidly and
forcefully. He said that the integrity
and future operational effectiveness of
the United Nations will be seriously dam-
aged unless the United Nations Charter,
the right of the General Assembly to
assess for peacekeeping purposes, and the
responsibility of each and every member
to pay assessments regularly imposed
upon them are upheld. Ambassador
Stevenson’s speech was not, nor was it
intended to be, a ‘“shoe banging” de-
nunciation—but it was unmistakably
clear, firm, and strong. Because of the
historic significance of this speech, Mr.
Speaker, I wish to place it in the Recorp
and to commend it to the attention of
all my colleagues in the Congress.

Mr, Speaker, as we all know, the 19th
General Assembly of the United Nations,
meeting in the 20th anniversary year of
that organization, finds itself unable to
proceed with its business in a normal
manner. Pursuant to a tacit agreement,
the General Assembly for the past
2 months has undertaken only those mat-
ters on which no formal vote is required.
A formal vote on any issue would im-
mediately raise the question of the right
to vote of several nations who are 2 years
or more in arrears on the payment of
their financial obligations to the United
Nations. Therefore, the United Nations
finds itself in the double bind of not hav-
ing sufficient operating funds and of not
being able to function in the General As-
sembly as it should.

The issue is the interpretation and ap-
plication of article 19 of the charter
which provides:

A member of the United Nations which
is in arrears in the payment of its financial
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contributions to the organization shall have
no vote in the General Assembly if the
amount of its arrears equals or exceeds the
amount of the contributions due from it for
the preceding 2 full years. The General As-
sembly may, nevertheless, permit such a
member to vote if it is satisfled that the
fallure to pay is due to conditlons beyond
the control of the member.

The present situation has arisen be-
cause of the refusal of a number of na-
tions to pay their assessments for certain
peacekeeping operations. Notwithstand-
ing an advisory opinion sought and ob-
tained from the International Court of
Justice and the acceptance of that opin-
fon by resolution of the General As-
sembly, some nations still contest the
validity as well as the desirability of
mandatory assessments for peacekeep-
ing purposes and the applicability of
article 19 for their nonpayment.

The following nations for one reason
or another have declined to pay their fi-
nancial obligations and, in our view, are
currently subject to the provisions of
article 19:

Communist bloc: Albania, Byelorus-
slan S.8.R., Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Poland, Rumania, Ukrainian S8.8.R., and
USSR.

Other countries: Belgium,

South Africa, and Yemen.

At this juncture in the history of a
long struggle to achieve international
commonsense, there can be little or no
question that the United Nations and
each of its members have arrived at a
very crucial intersection. The decision
made and the course of action agreed
upon not only could decide the fate of
the United Nations, but also the future of
the world. The issue appears to me to be
greater and more far reaching than
whether Russia or any other country is
in or out of the United Nations; or is
permitted to participate in the delibera-
tions and voting of the General Assem-
bly: the issue is whether the strength and
ideals of the United Nations shall be
maintained.

The United States, in my judgment,
cannot directly or indirectly be party to
any agreement, accord, or understanding
which cirecumvents, for all practical pur-
poses, the provisions of the United Na-
tions Charter. Therefore, the United
States must continue to reject, as it has
already rejected, any proposal which
would seek to resume normal procedures
and voting in the General Assembly until
the arrears are settled which are in the
purview of article 19. Similarly rejected
should be any proposal to consider modi-
fying or amending article 19 or the peace-
keeping procedure or any proposal which
has the effect of doing so unless and un-
til the delinquencies have been settled.

The United States is strongly com-
mitted to the United Nations in spirit and
with funds amounting to about $2.5 bil-
lion over the past 20 years. We, along
with almost all nations, have nurtured
the concept of mankind living without
war. If a few nations, by refusing to
pay their bills, threaten to undermine the
United Nations, I am not convinced that
the United States should follow suit and

inflict the death blow by refusing to par-
ticipate financially. However, the Con-
gress of the United States, which must
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authorize and appropriate the regular
assessment and the voluntary contribu-
tions, will find it extremely difficult and
perhaps impossible to continue its full
and ready financial support.

The United States should continue to
take every action for preservation of the
peacekeeping function and the idea of
common financial responsibility in the
United Nations despite the possible re-
percussions both at home and abroad. I
believe that the United States must urge
that the issue of article 19 be met square-
ly now. Delay will only aggravate the
problem.

Ambassador Stevenson’s speech, which
follows, urges that all nations face up to
this issue:

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR ADLAT E. STEVEN-
BON, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED
NATIONS, IN PLENARY SESSION IN GENERAL
DEBATE

Mr, President, I have asked to speak at this
late date so I can share with all delegations,
in a spirit of openness, my Government's
views on the state of affairs at these United
Natlons as our annual general debate comes
to its conclusion,

Certain things which I shall say here today
have to do with law, with procedures, with
technical and administrative matters. So I
want to emphasize in advance that these are
but manifestations of much deeper concerns
about peace and world order, about the wel-
fare of human soclety and the prospects of
our peoples for rewarding lives.

b1 4

Mr. President, there can be little doubt
that we have reached one of those water-
sheds in human affairs. It is not the first,
of course, and surely not the last. But this
is clearly a critical point in the long, wearli-
some, erratic, quarrelscme, but relentless
Journey toward that wider and wider com-
munity which is the central thread of the
human story.

Twenty years ago we took a giant stride
on that historic journey. We negotiated and
signed and ratified the Charter of the United
Nations.

The first purpose of the United Nations was
to create a new system of world order,
Those who drafted the charter were acutely
conscious of earlier efforts to find collective
security against war and were determined to
do better this time,

I speak to you as one who participated in
the formulation of the charter of this orga-
nization, both in the Preparatory Commis-
sion in London and the Charter Conference
in San Francisco.

I recall vividly the fears and hopes which
filled and inspired us as the Second World
War ended—fears and hopes which brought
us together in an attempt to insure that such
& world catastrophe would never again occur.
At those conferences we labored long and
diligently, we tried to take into account the
interest of all states, we attempted to sub-
ordinate narrow national interest to the
broad common good.

This time we would create something bet-
ter than static conference machinery—some-
thing solid enough to withstand the winds of
controversy blowing outside and inside its
halls.

This time we would create workable ma-
chinery for keeping the peace and for set-
tling disputes by nonviolent means—and
endow it with a capacity to act.

This time we would create working organi-
zations to stimulate economie growth and
soclal welfare and human rights, and put
resources back of them.

And this time we would create a consti-
tutional framework flexible enough to adapt
to an inevitably changing environment, and
to allow for vigorous growth through inven-
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tlon, experiment, and improvisation within
that framework.

Twenty years ago nobody could see, of
course, what the postwar years would bring.

But there was a widespread feeling at that
time that the United Nations was our last
chance for a peaceful and secure system of
world order—that we could not afford an-
other fallure. For the character of war had
evolved from a clash of armies for strateglc
ground to the ppssibility of the destruction
of populations and the indiscriminate de-
struction of wealth and culture; the weap-
ons of war had evolved from fleld artillery to
blockbusting bombs, and then to a single
warhead that could wipe out a city; and re-
course to war had evolved from what was
cruel to what could be suicidal insanity,

Twenty years ago there was a widespread
feeling, too, that it already was late in the
day to begin loosening the straitjackets of
unbridled sovereignty and unylelding secrecy
—to begin systematically to build the insti-
tutions of a peaceful, prosperous interna-
tional community in the vulnerable, fragile,
interdependent neighborhood of our planet,
For sclence and technology were making the
nations interdependent willy-nilly—and in-
terconnected whether they liked it or not.
Sclence and technology were making inter-
national cooperation and organization a
modern imperative, ideology and politics to
the side—and were paving the way for a
practical assault on world poverty, if the
world was up to the challenge.

It may well be, Mr. President, that 20
years ago people expected too much too soon
from the United Nations.

In the workaday world we quickly discover
that social and sclentific and institutional
inventions—even important and dramatic
ones—do not swing wide the doors to utopia,
but only add new tools to work with in the
solution of man’s problems and the abate-
ment of man’s ills,

In the workaday world, we also discover,
over and again, that man himself is a stub-
born animal, and In no way more stubborn
than in his reluctance to abandon the iron
luggage of the past that encumbers his jour-
ney toward human community.

In the workaday world we discover, too,
that to be effective an international organi-
zation must be relevant to contemporary
world realities, and that there may be con-
flicting views as to just what those realities
are,

S0 we have learned how real are the
limitations upon a single enterprise so bold
and so comprehensive In its goals as the
United Nations,

We have learned how heavy are the chains
of Inherited tradition that Inhibit man’s
Journey toward wider community.

‘We have learned that the United Nations
will be no less—and can be no better—than
its membership makes it in the context of its
times.

And yet, Mr, President, we have seen that
the charter of this organization has made
it possible to maintain a hopeful rate of
dynamic growth to adapt to changing reali-
ties In world affairs; to begin to create work-
able International peacekeeping machinery;
to begin to grapple with the complex prob-
lems of disarmament; to stimulate effective
international cooperation and so to move,
however erratically, down the road toward
that International community which is both
the goal of the charter and the lesson of
history. I am proud to say that not oply
has the United States given of its heart and
mind to this endeavor but that over the
years we have contributed over $2 billion
to the support of the United Nations and its
activities,

The progress which this Institution has
fostered has been accomplished despite the
unprecedented character of the organization,
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despite the intractable nature of many of
the problems with which we have dealt,
despite the so-called cold war which intruded
too often in our deliberations and despite a
serles of debilitating external and internal
crises, from which the organization has, in
fact, emerged each time more mature, and
better able to face the next one.

In the short space of two decades, the
United Nations has responded time after
time to breaches of the peace and to threats
to the peace. A dozen times it has repaired
or helped repair the rent fabric of peace.
And who can say that this has not made
the difference between a living earth and an
uninhabitable wasteland on this planet?

During that time, the United Nations has
sponsored or endorsed all the efforts to halt
the armaments race and to press on toward
general and complete disarmament In a
peaceful world. Its efforts were not fruitless.
Agreement was reached on a direct com-
munications link between Washington and
Moscow—a step lessening the risk of war
through accident or misecalculation. A
treaty was signed—long urged by the Gen-
eral Assembly—banning nuclear weapons
tests in the atmosphere, outer space and un-
der water. The two states presently capable
of stationing nuclear weapons in outer space
expressed in the United Nations thelir intent
to refraln from doing so, and we adopted a
resolution here calling on all other states to
do likewise. In short, the efforts of the last
20 years have at last begun to arrest the
vicious spiral of nuclear armament,

In the short span of 20 years the United
Nations also has created a versatile range of
international agencies which are surveying
resources, distributing food, improving agri-
culture, purifying water, caring for children,
controlling disease, training technicians—
researching, planning, programing, invest-
ing, teaching, administering thousands of
projects in hundreds of places, so that “we
the peoples of the United Nations may en-
joy “social progress and better standards of
life in larger freedom.” These activities are
now being financed at the impressive level
of some $350 million a year.

In its brief life the United Nations also
has taken major strides toward creating an
open community of science—for the peaceful
use of atomic energy, for the application of
technology to industry and agriculture and
transport and communications and health,
for a worldwide weather reporting system,
for shared research in many fields, and for
cooperative regulation of the growing lst
of tasks—Ilike frequency allocation and aerl-
al navigation—which cannot even be dis-
cussed except on the assumption of inter-
national cooperation and organization.

We have proved in practice that these

can be done within the charter of the
United Nations whenever enough of the
members want them done and are willing to
provide the means to get them done.

In the process we have left well behind us
the outdated question of whether there
should be a community of international in-
stitutions to serve our common interests.
The question now is how extensive and ef-
fective these organizations should become—
how versatile, how dynamic, how efficlent—
and on what assumptions about the sharing
of support and responsibility.

w

And yet Mr. President, we have reached a
fork in the road ahead of this or tlon—
and thus in our search for world order and
our journey toward a wider community.

Is this to overdraw the picture—to over-
dramatize the situation in which we find
ourselves? Not, I think, if we recollect the
historie character of warfare.

I assume that we are all convinced that
the revolutionary advance in destructive ca-
pability—and the danger that little wars
anywhere can lead to bigger wars every-
where—has made war an obsolete means for
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the settlement of disputes among nations.
Yet World War II occurred after it already
was clear to intelligent men that war had
become an irrational instrument of national
policy—that another way must be found to
settle international accounts and to effect
needed change.

The reason is not hard to find: The level of
destruction does not obliterate the inherently
double character of warfare. In our minds
we tend to associate war—and correctly so—
with the anclent lust for conquest and do-
minion; we tend, rightly, to identify war as
the instrument of congquerors and tyrants.

Yet in every war there is a defender who,
however reluctantly, takes up arms in self-
defense and calls upon others for aid. And
this is the other face of war: War has been
the instrument by which lawlessness and
rebellion have been suppressed, by which
nations have preserved their independence,
by which freedom has been defended. War
is an Instrument of aggression, and also the
means by which the aggressors have been
turned back and the would-be masters have
been struck down.

As long ago as 490 B.C,, Miltiades and his
spearmen saved Greek clvilization on the
Plain of Marathon from the superior in-
vading forces from Darius. Nearly twen-
ty-five hundred years later, the gallant fly-
ers of the Royal Air Force fought in the
skies over Britain until the invading air
armadas were turned back, while the in-
domitable legions of the Soviet Army fought
on and on at Stallngrad until at last they
broke the back of the Nazl threat to the
Russian homeland.

All through the years we have been taught
agaln and again that most men value some
things more than life itself. And no one
has reminded us more eloguently and reso-
lutely that it 1s better to die on your feet
than to live on your knees than the noble
spirit that left us yesterday in London—
Bir Winston Churchill.

As long as there are patriots, aggression
will be met with resistance, whatever the
cost. And the cost rises even higher with
the revolution in weaponry. At Marathon
200 Athenians lost their lives, At Stalin-
grad 300,000 invaders lost their lives,

There, precisely, is the difficulty we are
in. Now the end result of aggression and
defense is Armageddon, for man has stolen
the Promethian fire. Yet resistance to ag-
gression is no less inevitable in the second
half of the 20th century than in ancient
times,

The powers of the atom unleashed by sci-
ence are too startling, too Intoxicating and
at the same time too useful as human tools
for any of us to wish to abandon the aston-
ishing new technology. But if we will not
abandon it, we must master it. Unless the
United Nations or some other organization
develops reliable machinery for dealing with
confiicts and violence by peaceful means,
Armageddon will continue to haunt the
human race; for the nations will—as they
must—rely on national armaments until
they can confidently rely on Iinternational
institutions to keep the peace.

This, it seems to me, makes the present
Juncture in our affairs historic and critical.
This, it seems to me, is why the Assembly
should be able to perform its proper func-
tions in the event of an emergency, and why
this issue before us must be resolved.

v

What then is the issue before us, Mr. Presi-
dent? It is, in essence, whether or not we
intend to preserve the effectlve capacity of
this organization to keep the peace. It is
whether to continue the difficult but prac-
tical and hopeful process of realizing in ac-
tion the potential of the charter for growth
through collective responsibility, or to turn
toward a weaker concept and a different
Bystem.

January 27, 1965

This cholce has not burst upon us without
warning. Some 815, years ago, the late Sec-
retary General Dag Hammarskjold, in what
turned out to be his last report to the Gen-
eral Assembly, foreshadowed this cholce quite
clearly.

“There were,” sald the Secretary General,
“different concepts of the United Nations,
the character of the Organization, its au-
thority, and its structure.

“On the one side, it has in varlous ways
become clear that certain members concelve
of the Organization as a static conference
machinery for resolving conflicts of interests
and ideologiles with a view to peaceful co-
existence, within the charter, to be served
by a secretariat which is to be regarded not
as fully internationalized but as representing
within its ranks those very interests and
ideologies.

“Other members have made it clear that
they conceive of the Organization primarily
as a dynamic Instrument of governments
through which they, jointly and for the same
purpose, should seek such reconciliation but
through which they should also try to de-
velop forms of executive action, undertaken
on behalf of all members, and alming at
forestalling conflicts and resolving them,
once they have arisen, by appropriate diplo-
matic or political means, In a spirit of ob-
Jectivity and in implementation of the prin-
ciples and purposes of the charter.”

If that language seems mild and diplo-
matic, the warning was nevertheless clear.
If it was relevant then it is no less relevant
now. If we needed an organization with
capacity for executive action then, how much
more do we need it now.

VI

There have been many challenges to the
United Nations to act, from the abuse of the
right of the veto to the effort to impose a
troika to replace the Secretary-General. Now
we are faced with a challenge to the As-
sembly's right even to engage in peacekeep-
ing functions or to determine how they are
to be financed and to adopt assessments to
support them.

The decision to invest this Assembly with
the power over the UN.'s finances, its power
of assessment, was made in 1945 when the
charter was adopted. Ever since then, an
overwhelming proportion of the members
have been paying their assessments on the
assumption and understanding that this was,
in fact, the law—and that the law would be
applied impartially to one and all.

Almost from the outset these assessments
have included peacekeeping activities. Start-
ing in 1947 the United Natlons Truce Super-
visory Organization in the Middle East, the
United Nations military observer in Kashmir,
the United Nations observation mission in
Lebanon, and other similar missions were
financed by mandatory assessments under
article 17. For 10 years no member of the
U.N. thought to refuse—as some are now
dolng—to pay these assessments, or to con-
demn as lllegal—as _they now do—these
unigue contributions to world peace.

When the assessments for the United Na-
tions emergency force in the Middle East
and the Congo operation were passed year
after year by large majorities in this As-
sembly, the members clearly understood
them also as mandatory obligations.

This was the understanding of states when
they made voluntary contributions above
and beyond their regular scale assessments
to reduce the burden on members less able
to pay.

This was the understanding on which the
members approved the UN, bond lssue, and
it was the understanding on which the Secre-
tary General sold—and over 60 members
bought—some $170 million of these bonds.

As the Secretary General put it so aptly
last Monday, the gquestion is whether the
United Nations will, In the days ahead, be
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in a position “to keep faith with those who
have kept faith with it."”

When the argument Was pressed, in spite
of the U.N.'s unfailing pra.cgoe. that peace-
keeping assessments were not mandatory be-
cause peacekeeping costs could not be ex-
penses of the organization within the mean-
ing of article 17, that question was taken
to the International Court of Justice for an
opinion. We all know that the Court con-
firmed the principle which the Assembly
had always followed: Peacekeeping costs
when assessed by the Assembly—and specifi-
cally those for the Congo and UNEF—are ex-
penses of the organization within the mean-
ing of article 17. We also know that the
General Assembly by resolution accepted
that opinion by an overwhelming vote, thus
confirming that the law was the policy of
this Assembly as well.

Vo

The Assembly’s most important preroga-
tive in the course of history may well be its
power of assessment.

It is the heart of collective financial re-
sponsibility and as the Secretary General said
last week: “A policy of improvisation, of ad
hoc solutions, of rellance on the generosity
of a few rather than the collective respon-
sibility of all cannot much longer endure
if the United Nations itself is to endure
as a dynamic and effective instrument of
international action.”

It is your power of assessment which is
being challenged directly.

It is the power of each member of this
Assembly, and particularly those smaller na-
tions whose primary reliance for peace and
security and welfare must be the United
Nations.

And, make no mistake about it, it is your
power to keep or to abandon.

Mr. President, we can live with certain
dilemmas and paradoxes; we can paper over
certaln ambiguities and anomalles; we can
ignore certain contradictions of policy and
principle in the Interests of pursuing the
common interests of majorities in this As-
sembly. And we can, of course, change our
procedures and devise new procedures, within
the framework of the baslie law, for handling
our affalrs in the future. Or we can change
the law.

But we cannot have a double standard for
applying the present law under which we
have been operating in good falth for the
past two decades.

We cannot have two rules for paying as-
sessments for the expenses of the organiza-
tion—one rule for most of the members and
another rule for a few. If the Assembly
should ignore the charter with respect to
some of its members, 1t will be in no position
to enforce the charter impartially as to
others, with all the consequences which will
follow with respect to the mandatory or vol-
untary character of assessments.

VI

This is not to say that the procedures
under which the Assembly exercises its au-
thority must not conform to changed con-
ditions and to political realities. Indeed, we
hold that it is important that they do.

This is why my government has suggested
that a Speclal Finance Committee, perhaps
with a membership similar to the Committee
of 21, be established by the Assembly and
be entrusted with the responsibility to rec-
ommend to the General Assembly in the
future the ways and means under which
it should flnance any major peacekeeping
operations, and that this Committee should
consider a number of alternative and flexible
financing schemes whenever it is called upon
for such recommendations,

We are not dogmatic about this proposal
and we are prepared to examine patiently
variations and alternatives with other mem-
bers, Certainly it should not be beyond the
ingenuity of such a committee, on a case-by-
case basis, to devise ways of assuring financ-
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ing arrangements for the future which are
generally acceptable, particularly to the per-
manent members of the Security Counecil.

But in favoring procedural changes we do
not challenge the basic law of the charter;
we seek improved working procedures.

We do not seek to undo the past, but to
smooth the future.

We support the primacy of the Security
Council in the maintenance of peace and
security and would support an increase in
its role; but we seek to maintain the residual
right of this Assembly to deal with such
questions in the event the Security Council
falls to do so.

We support the right, under the charter,
of this Assembly to assess the membership
for the expenses of this organization, so
long as it enforces this power equitably and
impartially; we will also support steps to
assure that the views of all are taken fully
iato account,

We belleve the Assembly should continue,
within the scope of its powers, to be able to
deal, free of a veto, with problems of peace
and security if need be. We are prepared
to seek ways of accommodating the principle
of sovereign equality and the fact of an un-
equal distribution of responsibility.

The question here is whether the United
Nations will demonstrate again, as it has in
the past, a capacity for flexibility and adap-
tation, which has permitted it to grow and
prosper in the past and whether we con-
tinue to adhere to the prevailing principle
of collective financlal responsibility for world
peace.

Ix

It will, of course, be up to the member
governments to decide whether this orga-
nization is going to continue to work under
the charter as it has been accepted by most
of us, interpreted by the Court, and endorsed
by this Assembly.

My Government 1s quite clear about its
own cholce. We want to continue to do our
full share in designing and supporting—
morally, politically, and materially—any
sound expansion of the peacekeeping ma-
chinery of the United Nations. We feel there
are possibilities for a more diversified family
of weapons of peace in the U.N. arsenal—
from conciliation procedures to small teams
avallable for investigations of complaints or
for border inspection, to logistical plans for
peacekeeping missions.

My Government also intends to continue
the search for meaningful and verifiable steps
to limit and, hopefully, to halt the arms
race, and for a peaceful world delivered of
the burden of armaments. We intend to
pursue with the urgency it merits the ob-
jective of stopping the spread of lethal
weapons and of halting the multiplication
of nuclear arms among those already possess-
ing them. We firmly belleve that this is a
most urgent objective and that it is in the
common interest of all mankind, For if we
fail to achieve it soon all the progress at-
tained thus far would be brought to naught
and the goal of general and complete dis-
armament would become more distant than
ever.

My Government is prepared to support a
further enlargement of the capacity of the
international agencies to wage the war
against poverty.

We would, for example, like to see the
combined special fund and technical assist-
ance program ralse its budgetary goal well
beyond the present $150 million once the
two programs have been merged satisfac-
torily.

We would like to see a further expansion
of capltal for the International Development
Association.

We would like to see a further expansion
in the use of food for development.

We would like to see some major experi-
ments in bringing to focus the whole family
of United Natlons agencies.
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We would like to see, among other things,
the center for industrial development inten-
sify its work on the basis of its early experi-
ence and become an effective laboratory for
spreading the technology of the industrial
revolution to the far corners of the planet.

We feel that there are good opportunities
for building up the institutions and pro-
grams dealing with the transfer and adap-
tation of sclence and technology, and devel-
oping programs for wise use of the world's
most precious resources,

And, too, we wish to see the final chapter
written In the drama of decolonization, and
written peacefully.

We, too, wish to explore the desirability of
creating some new U.N. machinery in that
most neglected area of the charter called
human rights.

We, too, want to press on with projects in
such fields as weather forecasting and nu-
clear energy, and resource conservation, and
the conversion of sea water to fresh water.

Mr. President, my Government is as anx-
fous as any delegation represented in this
Assembly to get on with these priority tasks.

This is to say that we prefer to see this
organization move ahead toward peaceful so-
lution of international disputes, toward
cooperative international development, to-
ward bullding the law and institutions of a
world gommunity in which mankind can
someday turn its full talents to the quality
of soclety and to the dignity of the indi-
vidual,

This is what we have believed in and
worked for at the United Nations for two
decades now. This is what most of the
members have believed in and worked for as
long as they have been members.

‘What, then, is the alternative? What if
the Assembly should falter in the exercise
of its own authority? What if the Assembly
should repudiate its own past assessments,
reject the opinion of the International Court,
reverse its own decislon with respect to that
opinion, and shut its eyes to the plain mean-
ing of the charter, and thereby the treaty
which gives it being.

I have no prophetic vision to bring to the
answer to this question, for this would be a
step In the dark down an unfamiliar path.

T can only say with certainty that the
United Nations would be a different institu-
tion than most of the members joined and a
lesser institution than it could otherwise be.

I do not have to draw a plcture of the
uncertalnties, the delays, the frustrations,
and no doubt the failures that would ensue
were members able to decide with impunity
which activities they, unilaterally, considered
to be legal or illegal and which, unilaterally,
they chose to support or not to support
financially from year to year.

And so our world would become not a safer
but a more dangerous place for us all, and
the hopes for a strengthened and expanded
and more useful United Nations would have
been dimmed.

I must say in all earnestness, Mr. President,
that my delegation would be dismayed if at
this stage in history the members of this
Assembly should elect to diminish the au-
thority of this organization and thereby sub-
tract from the prospects for world order and
world peace. If the General Assembly
should detour now on the long journey to-
ward an enforceable world order, I fear we
will set back the growth of collective respon-
sibility for the maintenance of peace.

Wise men drew a lesson from World War I
and established the League of Nations. And
President Woodrow Wilson took the lead in
that great experiment, and my countrymen,
in hindsight, deeply regret that the United
States did not take up its share of the bur-
den in that historlc enterprise. But the les-
son of World War II was not wasted on us as
our active leadership in establishing the
United Nations and its charter attests.
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Mr. President, who can say whether we
shall have another chance to draw a lesson
from another global confilet and start again?
But this we know full well; we, the human
race, are fellow travelers on a tiny space-
ship spinning through infinite space. We
can wreck our ship. We can blow the human
experiment into nothingness, And by every
analogy of practical life, a quarrelsome ship’s
company and many hands on the steering
gear is a good recipe for disaster.

In such a world there can be only one
overriding aim—the creation of a decent hu-
man world order on which we can bulld a
reaconable peace, not simply the precarious
peace of balances and alllances, not surely the
horrifying peace of mutual terror, but the
peace that springs from agreed forms of au-
thority, from accepted systems of justice and
arbitration, from an impartial police.

That 18 why our commitment to an ef-
fective working, tenaclous United Nations is
so deep, and why, in the most literal sense,
the United Natlons carries with it so much
of the hope and future of mankind.

x1

This is our position not because we, among
the members, are uniquely dependent upon
the United Natlions for the security and safe-
ty of our citizens.

This 1s our position not because we, among
the members, especially look to the United
Nations for guidance and help for our eco-
nomic development.

This is our position not because we found
it advantageous to our narrow national in-
terests to treat assessments as mandatory;
we found it a price worth paying in recog-
nition that others also shared the principle
that all members bear some measure of re-
sponsibility for maintaining the peace.

This 1s our position, rather, because we be-
lleve that in the nuclear age the only true
national security for all members lies in a re-
liable and workable system of dealing with
international disputes by nonviolent means,
because we believe that we shall continue to
face crises and problems which, by definition,
can only be dealt with internationally, be-
cause we believe that workable, eflective in-
ternational institutions are a plain necessity
of our day and age, because we belleve that
in every secure community shared privileges
demand shared responsibiilty, and because
we belleve it unwise and unsafe and unneces-
sary to take a side road at this stage of
the journey on which we set out together
two decades ago.

xn

Mr, President, beneath all the complexities
of the issue that now threatens the future
capacity of this organization, there are some
very simple, very basic, very plain points to
remember.

My Nation and most nations represented
here have pald their assessments and have
kept their accounts at the United Nations in
good standing.

My Government and most governments
represented here have accepted the principle
of collective financial responsibility for the
expenses of this organization and have striv-
en to uphold the prerogative of this As-
sembly.

My Government and most of the govern-
ments represented here want to resolve this
crisls without violence to the charter and
to get on with our business.

That is why we have all stood avallable
to discuss this issue at all times.

What we have sought, Mr. President, is not
defeat for any member of this organization.
What we have sought is the success of the
United Natlons as a living, growing, effective
international organization.

But the Assembly is now nearing a fork
of the road and I have put the issue frankly
because the Assembly may soon have to de-
cide which branch of the road it will take.
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And the very least we can do is to be ab-
solutely clear just what we are doing when
we exercise that optlon.

I, for one, cannot escape the deep sense
that the peoples of the world are looking
over our shoulder—walting to see whether
we can overcome our present problem and
take up with fresh vigor and renewed resolu-
tlon the great unfinished business of peace—
which President Johnson has called “the as-
signment of the century.”

OLDER AMERICANS ACT

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGARTY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, in the
national climate that seeks to create a
Great Soclety through the enrichment
of the life of man, we shall be guilty of
dereliction of duty unless we give more
than lipservice to the needs of the 18 mil~
lion older Americans in our present so-
ciety.

The brochure writers, the social work-
ers, and even legislators talk and write
of the golden years and of senior citizens
but these are euphemisms. The enor-
mous strides in medicine and technology
have added years to life, but for too
many, we have merely given them mean-
ingless years in which to exist.

‘We are on the threshold of enacting a
program of health care for the aged and
most of us will agree that action is long
overdue. However, I am deeply con-
cerned that some may be misguided into
believing that health care is the total an-
swer to the needs of the elderly.

If we are to make it possible for older
persons to realize their full potential in
the later years, we must establish a
framework or an organizational structure
that will stimulate, assist, and support
positive, practical action programs.
These should remove arbitrary age bar-
riers, create opportunities based on ex-
perience and ability, and recognize the
right of older persons to dignity and in-
dependence throughout the added years.

This is a plea I have made specifically
to each session of Congress since 1958
but the urgency for prompt action in this
session has reached the critical stage.

It is inexcusable that 15 years after
the first committee on aging was estab-
lished in the Federal Security Agency in
1950, that we have made so little progress
in implementing the knowledge that we
have derived from the hundreds—or even
thousands of meetings and conferences
that have been held on the subject of
aging—including the White House Con-
ference on Aging held 4 years ago.

Perhaps I am more deeply aware of
this tragedy of inactivity because of my
close association with the legislation that
has been proposed to restore older Amer-
icans to their rightful places as first class
citizens.

An objective appraisal of the program
on aging pursued in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and by
the ever-reorganized—still the same in-
effective interdepartmental council on
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aging, is convincing evidence of the need
for an independent organization in the
field of aging; one that can deal forth-
rightly with the many phases of the sub-
ject without being submerged, domi-
nated, or diluted with other programs
primarily directed toward welfare.

One need only glance through the
latest insult to aging, “On Growing
Older” published by the council, to un-
derstand why I urge prompt considera-
tion of the Older Americans Act which
I am infroducing today.

This bill is identical with the Older
Americans Act which I introduced last
year and which was enthusiastically sup-
ported by national authorities, State offi-
cials, and organizations of older persons
on a bipartisan basis.

On June 11 of last year, the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor submitted
the following report on H.R. 10088:

The Committee on Education and Labor, to
whom was referred the bill (H.R, 10088) to
provide assistance in the development of new
or improved programs to help older persons
through grants to the States for community
planning and services and for training,
through research, development, or tralning
project grants, and to establish within the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare an operating agency to be designated as
the “Administration on Aging,” having con-
sldered the same, report favorably thereon
with amendments and recommend that the
bill as amended do pass.

The bill meets the major organization-
al recommendations of the White House
Conference on Aging and overcomes the
present welfare stigma on aging by es-
tablishing the “Administration on Aging”
in HEW but removed from the welfare
setting and supervision.

The Secretary of HEW is authorized
to carry out during the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1966, and each of the four
suceeding fiscal years, the following pro-
gram of: $5 million for fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1966, $8 million for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, $8 million for
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and
for each of the two succeeding fiscal
years, such sums as Congress may au-
thorize by law.

The Secretary shall carry out titles IV
and V—the research development proj-
ects and training projects—and is au-
thorized: $1,500,000 for fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1966, $3 million for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, $3 million
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and
each of two succeeding fiscal years; such
sums as may be appropriate as the Con-
gress may hereafter authorize by law.

These grants and appropriations have
been so authorized to give Congress the
opportunity to review the results after
3 years to measure the accomplish-
ments and continuation of the program.

The grants to the States would salvage
the programs that were begun in prep-
aration for and since the White House
Conference on Aging that need a min-
imum of financial assistance to move
forward.

For the first time, there will have been
created at the Federal level, a practical
operating program that works with the
States, communities, and older individu-
als toward an action program that will
help to achieve the maximum potential
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of the older American as a national
asset.

I earnestly hope the Older Americans
Act will be recognized for immediate
consideration and that you will give it
your full cooperation and support.

NEED FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
A MODERN CONFLICT-OF-INTER~
EST CODE FOR THE CONGRESS

The SPEAKER, Under previous order
of the House the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Linpsay] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, in 1962
Congress passed a law that established
8 modern conflict-of-interest code for
the executive branch of our Government.
It was a notable achievement and repre-
sented the first major overhaul of con-
flict-of-interest legislation in the 20th
century. I was pleased at that time fo
have played a key role in that under-
taking. It represented the culmination
of many years effort on the part of some
Members of Congress and interested per-
sons in the executive branch, with a
superlative assist from an organization
known as the Association of the Bar of
the City of New York. That association
for almost 3 years worked with a special
committee consisting of men of both par-
ties who had served in Government in
several administrations, The study was
funded by a grant of money from the
Ford Foundation and was well staffed.
It produced a book and suggested legis-
lation which was sensible, sound, and
realistic and ultimately substantially
adopted by the U.S. Congress. If repre-
sented a graphic example of how an out-
side group can work in partnership with
Government on a complex subject and
achieve a result.

Mr. Speaker, we did not in that legis-
lation, except with very minor excep-
tions, enact any new conflict-of-interest
legislation for Members of Congress and
employees of the U.S. Congress. There
was good reason for this. The Congress
and the executive branch are two sep-
arate matters and what may apply to
the executive branch, many not neces-
sarily apply to the Congress.

It was thought too that it was enough
of a job at the time, and it was, to cope
with the problem with respect to the
executive branch alone. There was
enough of a problem to handle without
making it even more complex by dealing
with the even more complicated problem
of the U.S. Congress.

Nevertheless, it was an omission which
the country noted at the time, with good
reason, because the Congress, like the
executive branch, has been operating
under an equally archaic group of stat-
utes purporting to affect the behavior
of Members of Congress and their rela-
tionship to the outside world.
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I think that the country expects the
Congress wiil take a look at its own house
and revise the standards under which
Members conduct themselves as Mem-
bers and in their relationships with the
outside world.

I am today, in conjunction with other
Members of the Congress, introducing
two proposals. The first one is in two
parts. First, it would forthwith and
without delay, set up an interim code
of ethics for Members of Congress.
Second, it would establish a Joint Con-
gressional Committee on Ethics, charged
with the responsibility of recommend-
ing a very comprehensive code of ethics
for Members of Congress and all legis-
lative employees.

Congress has been willing to bear
down rather heavily on the executive
branch on this question of conflicts.
We should be egually willing to enact
an exact standard for ourselves. The
public is entitled to have such a guide
and we are entitled to have such a guide.
Many Members want to make certain
that they are always correct, but are
not sure what the guidelines are. We
are entitled to have guidelines, and so
is the public.

Knowing the complexities of this sub-
ject, I think we can only arrive at a
proper set of rules which fully protect the
public interest and which are sensible by
a complete examination of the matter
by a joint congressional committee.
Such a committee should be immediately
established, should be adequately funded
and have a good staff, and the right to
call on outside consultants. This is an
area where an objective look at the Con-
gress by outside people who have
a knowledge of Congress will do a lot of
good.

As I stated earlier, the resolution sets
up immediately, however, a code of ethics
which I eall an interim code, because it
may not be complete. It is broad in
scope, it sets important standards, but
there may be omissions I have not
thought of. The more thorough and de-
tailed ground rules would be the respon-
sibility of the joint congressional com-
mittee.

This interim code, which goes into
effect immediately, provides that no
Member of Congress, nor officer or em-
ployee of the legislative branch of Gov-
ernment, may have any interest, finan-
cial or otherwise, direet or indirect, or
engage in any business, transaction or
professional activity, incur any obliga-
tion of any nature, financially or moral,
which is in substantial conflict with the
Member’s discharge of his duties in the
public interest; nor give substantial and
reasonable cause to the public to believe
that he is acting in breach of his public
trust; nor accept other employment
which will tend to impair his independ-
ence of judgment in the exercise of his
official duties; nor accept employment or
engage in any business or professional
activity which will tend to involve his
disclosure or use of confidential infor-
mation which he has gained by reason of
his official position or authority; nor dis-
close such information for other than
official purposes; nor use or attempt to
use his official position to secure unwar-
ranted privileges or exemptions for him-
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self or others; nor give reasonable cause
for belief that any person can improperly
influence him or unduly enjoy his favor
in the performance of his official duties,
or that he is affected by the kinship,
rank, position, or influence of any person
or political party; or give reasonable
cause for belief that he is likely to vio-
late his trust.

In addition, the interim code pro-
vides that any Member of Congress, or
officer or employee of the legislative
branch of the Government having a fi-
nancial interest, direct or indirect, hav-
ing a value of $1,000 or more, in any
activity of any kind which is subject
to the jurisdiction of a regulatory agency,
should file with the Comptroller General
a statement setting forth the nature of
such interest in such reasonable detail,
and in accordance with such regulations
as shall be prescribed by the Comptroller
General.

Enactment of this resolution, I believe,
immediately, preceding the establish-
ment of the joint committee to examine
the basic question, I think is of great
importance and should be done in this
session of the 89th Congress. This I
think in itself would do much to restore
the Congress again to the proper position
of respect that it should enjoy unani-
mously by the people of this country.

I have also introduced at the same
time, and am joined by other Members,
a companion resolution which would
amend the Administrative Procedure Act
to provide that any written or oral com-
munication between a Member of Con-
gress or his staff and a Government
agency concerning matters under ad-
judication before the agency be made a
part of the public record of the proceed-
ing in question., Enactment of this
measure, I believe, will make it impos-
sible for any improper congressional in-
fluence to manifest itself in an improper
fashion. Indeed, it would have the salu-
tary effect of removing the appearance of
impropriety in communications which
may be entirely proper.

Mr, Speaker, I do not know how long
it would take for a proper study by the
Members themselves using such outside
staff and consultants as would be re-
quired to do a complete job in this area.
It should not take anywhere near as long
as the New York Bar Association study
of the executive branch, That group of
panelists and staff members, from all
over the country, devoted all day Friday,
Friday night, and half of Saturday, at
least once a month, for 2 years. It took
them that long to satisfy themselves that
they had been fair and complete in their
study of this complicated problem.

I think the Congress ought to be able
to work faster because we are full-time
people—or at least we should be full-time
people—and we can put together a full-
time staff, and at the same time ecall
upon universities and other institutions
and persons that have knowledge of po-
litical science and the Congress to help
us. We ought to be able to write a per-
manent code of ethics and a set of laws
that would give Congress proper guide-
lines and fully protect the public interest.
‘We owe this to the country, and we also
owe it to ourselves as Members of the
Congress.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to
say that I have been joined in the intro-
duction of these resolutions by the gen-
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. ANn-
prEws], the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. ELLsworTH], the gentleman from
New York [Mr. HorTOoN], the gentleman
from California [Mr. Mamriarnl, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, Mc-
Dapel, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. MatHias], the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Morsel, and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Rem].

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDSAY. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr, Speaker,
I am very happy to join with the distin-
guished gentleman from New York in the
introduction of this significant legisla-
tion today. I believe that there is very
clear and pressing need for a Committee
on Ethics, an interim code of ethics, and
equally for amendments to the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act to make it abun-
dantly plain that any contact between a
congressional office and any Federal reg-
ulatory agency—whether it be written or
oral—be made part of the public record.

Admittedly, the subject is complex, but
I submit that the principle at stake is
basic. In a word we cannot indefinitely
continue with a double standard—one
standard for the executive branch and
virtually none for the Congress.

A comprehensive code of ethics for
Members of Congress and all legislative
employee is long overdue.

In my judgment, enactment of this
resolution would be a significant step to-
ward restoring to the Congress of the
United States the respect to which it
should be entitled. I wish to congratu-
late the Member from New York [Mr.
Linpsay] and to say I believe his initia-
tive in this regard is important and that
indeed the country expects the Congress
to act and particularly to act with regard
to setting its own house in order.

Mr. LINDSAY., I thank the gentle-
man from New York for his comments
and for the contribution he continues to
make in this field.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LINDSAY. I yield to my colleague
from North Dakota.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. I
am very happy to join with my friend
from New York in the introduction of
this very important legislation.

Our country goes on through the con-
sent of the governed like no other nation
in this world. Our people have the right
to know—in fact, they must know—
exactly what interests each individual
Member of our Congress has which may
affect his vote on critical issues which
come before the House and the Senate.

I am a farmer. I suppose one could
say I have a vested interest in certain
farm legislation as it comes along, but
everyone knows I am a farmer because
one cannot hide acres under a rug.

This public disclosure of an individu-
al’s interest I believe is necessary to the
conduct of and confidence in this Con-
gress.

We are dealing with the people’s
money. We are dealing with $100 bil-
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lion every year of the people’s money.

It is important that we get a full return

for each dollar spent.

But we are also dealing with the peo-
ple’s future. It is even more important
that any decision made be made regard-
less of and free of any bias which might
exist on the part of an individual Mem-
ber of Congress.

Our Government will remain strong
and effective only so long as it has the
full confidence of the people of this
country. For this reason I am very
happy to join with my friend from New
York in introducing this important land-
mark legislation.

Mr. LINDSAY. Ithank the gentleman
from North Dakota.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDSAY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr, GROSS. Did I correctly under-
stand the gentleman to say that there is
a code of ethics for the executive branch
of the Government?

Mr. LINDSAY. No. What I said was
that 2 years ago the Congress enacted
a revision of the conflict-of-interest stat-
utes as they applied to the executive
branch of Government. It was a com-
prehensive omnibus bill and it was signed
into law by the President.

What it did was to collate, revise, and
bring up to date a whole series of stat-
utes which had come into the code in bits
and pieces for almost a century. The
modernization was a definite improve-
ment. Executive branch employees know
more clearly where they stand today
than they knew before, and this public
interest has been more carefully safe-
guarded.

Mr. GROSS. I wondered, if there
were a meaningful code of ethics for the
executive branch of the Government,
why such “characters” as Walter Jenkins
could be protected and kept from testify-
ing before a committee of Congress; but
evidently the gentleman is not talking
about code of ethics, he is talking about
a conflict-of-interest statute.

Mr. LINDSAY. VYes. I was talking
about a conflict-of-interest statute.

Of course, the administration of a law
of that kind is important; it must be
properly administered.

THE OBLIGATION OF THE MINORITY IN THE
CONGRESS IN RELATION TO FOREIGN POLICY
Mr. Speaker, while I have this time to

speak, I wish for a few moments, before

I release the floor, to discuss very briefly

another subject, not related to the one

I have just discussed, but of equal im-

portance. That has to do with the ob-

ligation that the minority has in the

Congress, the Republican minority, in

respect of foreign policy. The reasons

why this subject is timely are two in
number. One, apparent to everyone, is

the vote that was taken yesterday on a

complicated subject having to do with a

complicated and fuzzy area of foreign

policy. The second reason is the reduced
state of the minority in the House of

Representatives in this Congress and the

enlarged state of the majority.

I am one of those, as many others on
my side of the aisle, who have been very
careful to see to it that we supplied a
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high degree of bipartisanship in the area
of foreign policy. This I have regarded
as important and essential, and it has
behind it a long heritage of Republican
philosophy which was manifested, as
clearly as at any other time in Republi-
can history, in the days of Senator Ar-
thur Vandenberg. I, and I know others
on my side of the aisle, intend to continue
to exercise a high degree of bipartisan-
ship when it comes to foreign policy. Bi-
partisanship, however, does not mean
that we can or should ignore our obliga-
tion to the country to discover what our
policy is. Indeed, I believe the country is
quite concerned lest, under this reduced
minority, there be insufficient, if any,
constructive “opposition,” in the parlia-
mentary sense. Will we live up to our
obligation to the country and, as the
minority party, see to it that policy is
clearly stated?

Bipartisanship in foreign policy on the
part of Members of Congress or of any
parliament does not mean, I repeat, that
we do not have an obligation to insist that
the Government tell us what Govern-
ment poliey is, who is making it, where
it is going, and what it is intended to
achieve. The great service of honest
debate in the competitive two-party sys-
tem is the discovery of truth. Policy
should always be tested and examined,
Conditions are such at this moment with
the reduced state of the minority in Con-
gress that there is a higher obligation, I
think, than ever before on that minority
to be a proper opposition in the sense
that we insist that the Government make
clear to the people through their elected
representatives what U.S. foreign policy
is. This is something that we minority
members are free to do. Our friends and
colleagues on the majority side of the
aisle are not so free to do it for very
understandable reasons, They are in the
majority and hence they are a part of
the Government. I found that after
the campaign was over and we saw
what a reduced state the minority was
in, a great many people, Democrats and
independents alike, were concerned
about the problem of opposition and
wondered about how it would be handled.
They are genuinely worried about it.

Yesterday it was stated on the floor
of the House, by the Speaker no less,
that the country had spoken and put
Presidént Johnson in with an over-
whelming mandate, and so forth and
50 on, proving that the President has the
people’s full confidence in the area of
foreign policy.

Well, now, I came in in my own dis-
trict with 72 percent of the vote. Presi-
dent Johnson carried my district by
somewhere between 70,000 and 75,000
votes and I carried it over my Demo-
cratic opponent by 91,000 votes.

I think, if I can believe what people
say, that many people were concerned
about what was going to happen to the
loyal opposition, particularly in the area
of foreign policy. This was true on the
part of thoughtful people of both parties
before the election, and even truer after
the election.

This problem is compounded by the
curious silence of the administration on
matters affecting our most vital inter-
ests. I still have not discovered the rea-
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son why there is only the slightest tan-
gential mention of foreign policy in the
state of the Union address that was de-
livered to a joint session of the Congress,
in spite of the fact that this is the num-
ber one subject facing this country to-
day; and there was no mention of it in
the inaugural address, again in spite of
the fact that no area is of greater mo-
ment or importance to the country.
And, before and after, Presidential press
conferences have not helped.

I go back to what I said at the outset
which is that there is an obligation on
the part of Members of Congress to in-
sist that the Government tell us what
policy is and who is making it. The
latter is important because in Vietnam
policy has been made by the Department
of Defense, not by the Department of
State, as nearly as we can discover. At
least, the chief spokesmen have been offi-
cers of the Pentagon, not of the White
House or of the Department of State dur-
ing the most critical periods of changing
turmoil. As near as I could make out op-
erations were making policy, and snow-
balling into policy, instead of policy
governing operations, It seemed that
there was no policy in Vietnam. And now
we are frozen into a hopeless position into
which we should not have fallen.

Wherever possible I think minority
Members have an obligation to say what
they would do alternatively, in the area
of foreign policy, if that is possible. But
it is not always possible. We are not
parties to the daily intelligence that
comes in from intelligence sources all
over the world and through the intelli-
gence community of our Government.
And we are not told. We are not in a
position to make detailed proposals on
some of these very sensitive areas that
involve quasi-military operations, as in
Vietnam. We therefore discharge part
of our obligation simply by asking ques-
tions and insisting upon clear answers.

Our trouble in some parts of the world
is that we have had no clear policy. I
think this includes the Middle East.
When congressional action is taken
which is critical of Mr. Nasser's boycott
of us and our people and our interests,
or which takes aggressive action against
us and our allies it seems to me our State
Department agrees with us. They say,
privately, that they wish they were free
to exercise greater leverage on Nasser,
but because of this or that they are not.
I, for the life of me, have not been able
to discover exactly what we think we are
doing in respect of this very dangerous
and difficult problem of Middle East re-
lationships, internal and external. It is
admitted that, for example, Mr. Nasser
is aiding and abetting unrest and dis-
order in the very area we are trying to
stabilize in Africa. Nasser has outdone
the Chinese Communists and the Soviets
in subversion and inciting to riot in this
area. Nasser has fought and subverted
every Western and U. 8. interest in this
part of the world. Where we have sought
to stop the spread of infection and blood-
shed they have sought to spread it.
Where we have sought to help Africa
they have sought to hurt it. They im-
port arms and teach murder. To the
north aggressions are committed every
day of the week, as was pointed out on
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the floor yesterday by our colleague, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
ConTeEl, against the State of Israel,
which is a bastion of strength for the
West in this sensitive part of the world.
The United Arab Republic has been ir-
responsible and anti-United States on
matters such as the fair division of the
waters of the River Jordan and Mr.
Nasser rants daily against us and Israel.
Our Government each time it is asked
the question, “Why do we persist in giv-
ing him money?"” says in answer, “Yes,
you people who are troubled about our
ambivalent position in the Middle East
really have a point but we are not sure
what we can do about it.”

Mr. Speaker, I think we have an ob-
ligation to insist particularly under the
circumstances of today—a government
unclear and uncertain on foreign policy,
an unwillingness to define it or to make
hard decisions, and a huge and probably
docile majority in its pocket—we
minority members must be willing and
ready to ask straight questions. If the
Government wants bipartisan support,

which we will give as far as we can, it

if must be honest with us, consult with
us, and tell us its program. And it is not
enough to receive a chunk of boiler
plate marked “Special’ and “Con-
fidential,” all of which has appeared in
fuller form in the newspapers a month
earlier, and which still says nothing.

Mr, Speaker, I am one of those who
believe that we ought to have a question
and answer period on the floor of the
House and the Senate, with the Secre-
tary of State permitted on the floor to
submit to questions. This is the parlia-
mentary technique. We have borrowed
from the English Parliament before and
we can do it again. In this way all
Members can be advised as to what the
Government’s position is and we can sat-
isfy our constituencies that we at least
know what our Government’s position is,
whether we agree with it or not.

Mr. Speaker, for all of these reasons,
I wish to serve notice that I am going
to insist as just one Member of the Con-
gress, if nothing else, on the floor of this
House, that the Government define the
future course of foreign policy in this
country.

I believe we have an obligation as the
minority to do this, and an obligation
to the country, both in order to obtain
the truth about policy and to force the
administration to make decisions it prob-
ably would rather not make. If you
have served in the executive, you know
perfectly well that it is easy to avoid the
tough ones. You furz it over and pray
that Congress leaves town.

Sometimes it is very difficult to have
to make up your mind as to what your
position is on a given subject, but in a
free system it is expected that you do.

I want to know what our policy will be
in respect to the Far East in general and
on China? What are we going to do
about trade? About the U.N.? About
Sino-Soviet shifts? Where are we going
in the complicated question of the At-
lantic alliance? What we are going to
do about the pressures that come from
General de Gaulle which involve not just
General de Gaulle but a more basic na-
tionalistic pressure that is sweeping
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Europe? What we are going to do in
Africa and what new leadership here and
in Latin America?

Mr. Speaker, we Members of the
minority have an obligation to ask these
questions, and unless we receive answers
I think we have an obligation to put
the Government to the test as we did in
the vote yesterday on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDSAY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I certainly agree with
the gentleman from New York that in
practically all areas of this world we
lack any definitive statement on the part
of the State Department or anyone else
in this administration as to our policy
and it is because of the absence of this.
that a few of us at least in this Congress
and past Congresses have refused to vote
for foreign aid bills to spew out billions
of dollars a year.

Mr., LINDSAY. I thank the gentle-
man.

I wish to say in that connection that
I have never failed to support a foreign
aid bill in the 6 years I have been a Mem-~
ber of Congress. From time to time I
have felt it necessary to take positions on
amendments that were offered which
were difficult positions for me to take on
my side of the aisle. I believe that on
the whole, the whole foreign aid bill has
resulted in a plus for the United States
and the vital interests of the United
States around the globe. Also, I continue
to lend support to matters that are for-
eign policy areas, and the foreign aid
program is a part of foreign policy. If
it is not thought of as foreign policy it
is not right. I expect to continue to do
that. But I am going to do it only after
I have satisfled myself that the Govern-
ment has a policy that is supported by
the facts and has the courage to face the
hard ones in the future.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LINDSAY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I would compliment the gentleman on
his remarks because, indeed, I think the .
people of the United States do expect
the minority to pursue a responsible
course of action here in the Congress
that will lead to a meaningful biparti-
san foreign policy. It is plain that the
position of the U.S. Government in cer-
tain areas of foreign policy is not clear.
It is equally true, I believe, that there
are certain tests in foreign policy that
must be applied and that the American
people must be fully apprised of.

One of the first of these is whether or
not we indentify emerging problems and
deal with them—through creative states-
manship before they become crises en-
dangering the peace.

I think in the spirit of bipartisanship
it is important not only in South Viet-
nam, not only in the Congo, but equally
in the Near East, that policy be made
clear whenever possible, because it is a
matter of fact that the United Arab Re-
public has not honored its undertakings
with regard to withdrawal under certain
conditions from the Yemen. It is clear
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that the recent Arab summit conferences
have taken a position that is belliger-
en cally defining “the national
cause as that of liberating Palestine” and
“adhering to a plan of joint Arab ac-
tion.”

Tt is true that the United States stands
back of the unified Johnston plan of
1955 in the Near East for the equitable
sharing of the Jordan River waters by
all the riparian countries. Yet we have
seen a conference of Arab chiefs of state
take a position with regard to the diver-
sion of some of these headwaters. If
this policy is continued, it might lead
to a casus belli.

In my judgment it is a responsibility
of the Congress to ask the Secretary of
State appropriate questions to see
whether our policies are effective; to
find out whether they are in fact truly
building the peace. In the Near East the
fundamental question is whether the
armistice agreements can be translated
into documents of peace; whether a third
war in this area can be prevented. I be-
lieve hostilities can be prevented but only
if our policy in concert with other na-
tions in the area is firm and clear, only
if it is unmistakably evident that we
will not stand for belligerency, that we
will not stand for aggression, and that
we stand wholly back of the United Na-
slons and will not condone repeated
violations of the spirit and letter of the
United Nations Charter.

So I hope that this kind of inquiry
can go on from time to time, and I would
join with the gentleman in urging the
House to make it possible for the Seere-
tary of State to answer forthrightly on
the floor of the House pertinent questions
in the national interest.

Mr. LINDSAY. I thank the gentle-
man from New York. I think the
record should show that the gentleman
knows whereof he speaks, as he was
a distinguished Ambassador of the
United States in the Middle Eastern
area. He was, for a period of years, U.S:
Ambassador to the State of Israel. So
I am delighted to have his constructive
comment on these remarks I have made
this afternoon.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that I may revise and extend my re-
marks made under this special order to-
day, and also that the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. ANDREWS], the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ELLSWORTH]I,
the gentleman from New York [Mr, Hor-
Ton], the gentleman from California
[Mr. MarrrLiarp], the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McDapel, the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. MarH1As], the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Morsg]l, and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Rem] be permitted to extend
their remarks following these remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AN-
pErsoN of Tennessee). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to commend my able and distin-
guished colleague from New York for
proposing the legislative code of ethics,
and I am pleased to join with him in the
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introduction of this concurrent resolu-
tion here in the House today.

Since the Congress felt it necessary
to establish a conflict-of-interest code
for the executive branch of Government
in 1962, I feel it is only proper, particu-
larly in view of events surrounding the
resignation of the former secretary of
the Senate majority, that we take the
proper steps to put our own house in
order.

I hope the Congress will act immedi-
ately to establish this Joint Committee
on Ethics to recommend a comprehen-
sive code of ethics for Members of Con-
gress and all legislative employees, and
thus return the greatest legislative body
in the world to its proper position of high
esteem.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join with my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Linpsay] in introducing legisla-
tion to establish a Joint Committee on
Ethics. This is not the first time that
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Linpsay] has exercised leadership in this
field. As a member of a special com-
mittee of the Bar Association of the City
of New York, he played an important
role in the preparation of comprehensive
revision of our conflict-of-interest laws
as they affect the executive branch. He
pointed out in 1962 when that revision
was adopted by the Congress that we
must set our own house in order in that
regard.

The gentleman from New York, Con-
gressman REip, has also played a sig-
nificant role in this field and I am pleased
to join with him also in introducing this
resolution.

The accomplishment of these reforms
is vital to the integrity of the legislative
branch of Government. The problem we
deal with here is not a simple one. It is
for this reason that the resolution calls
for a joint committee which can give
careful study to conflict-of-interest
problems which are admittedly quite
different in many respects. from those of
the executive branch.

This detailed study will enable us to
avoid the pitfalls in drafting what will
be a permanent code of ethics for the
conduct of Members of Congress. A
reasonable, precise code can be drafted
that will not inhibit legislative judg-
ment or discourage the most qualified
citizens from seeking public office.

There are times when our interests as
Members of Congress may conflict with
our interests as homeowners, parents,
stockholders, lawyers, or businessmen.
It is impractical to require Members of
Congress, who must deal with the whole
range of governmental interests, to dis-
qualify themselves or to divest them-
selves of all financial interests. Our
problems are quite different, but the es-
tablishment of clear standards will elim-
inate the shadow area of doubt and
show to the public at large our determi-
nation to conduct the public business ac-
cording to the highest ethical standards.

It is my hope that this resolution will
receive prompt consideration and that it
will pass so that the study by the joint
committee proposed can get underway as
soon as possible.

January 27, 1965
Mr. Speaker, will the
I yield to the gentle-

man

Mr. PERKINS. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from New York for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that I be permitted to extend and revise
my remarks in the body of the REcORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. PERKINS.
gentleman yield?
Mr. LINDSAY

THE LOCAL PUBLIC WOREKS ACT
OF 1965

Mr. PERKINS, Mr. Speaker, the
Local Public Works Act of 1965, which I
have introduced today, will provide funds
to enable many local communities to es-
tablish and maintain adequate water and
sewage facilities, along with sewage
treatment plants, which are essential to
our future water supply in this country.

The present provisions for these pro-
grams are entirely inadequate and create
a real hardship on communities with de-
clining business activities and employ-
ment. The current limitations on such
grants, both as to maximum amount and
percentage of Federal participation,
make it impossible for them to meet the
general health standards now in effect in
most States. Other projects, such as
public buildings, have reached a state of
obsolescence, which requires their re-
placement at an early date.

In general, local tax bases are not ade-
quate to meet these demands. Other
public facilities, such as parks, play-
grounds, hospitals, and community cen-
ters, have never been adequately fi-
nanced and cannot be under our present
National, State, and local tax setup.

This bill provides special consideration
for the so-called depressed areas, but
also provides for grants to all communi-
ties without population, unemployment,
or other limitations.

We cannot be a prosperous nation un-
til adequate provision is made to provide
modern public facilities for every com-
munity in the country.

ATHLETIC PROFESSIONALISM
OUR SERVICE ACADEMIES

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I commented on the fact that the
unfortunate ¢heating scandal at the Air
Force Academy, like a similar scandal
at the Military Academy in West Point
in 1951, obviously stemmed from the un-
due emphasis placed on varsity athletics,
chiefly football, at our three service
academies, an emphasis which can only
be described by the term “athletic pro-
fessionalism.” I said that such empha-
sis on athletics, especially football, as a
special kind of activity at the academies
and a special be-all and end-all for a
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substantial part of the Academy staff is
simply out of place in today’s modern
military world and has no proper role in
the mission of these academies sup-
ported by the Nation’s faxpayers.

- I am pleased to bring to the attention
of my colleagues today two items which
bear on the point I was trying to make.
One of them is an editorial broadcast
yesterday and today on WTOP radio and
television in Washington by WTOP
Commentator Jack Jurey. _

The other is an address which has
been called to my attention, delivered by
Vice Adm., Hyman G. Rickover, US.
Navy, at the U.S. Naval Academy on
April 16, 1963. In the course of his re-
marks Admiral Rickover said the fol-
lowing:

.Convinced as I am of the importance of
intelligence and education to military leader-
ship, I have in the past proposed certain
changes at the Naval Academy. I have, for
instance, recommended decreased emphasis
in nonacademic areas like organized athlet-
ics and extracurricular activities. These too
often tend to become ends in themselves and
thereby detract from academic effort, which
should receive foremost attention. The re-
tort invariably is the old chestnut attrib-
uted to the Duke of Wellington: *“The Bat-
tle of Waterloo was won on the playing flelds
of Eton.” This implies that the qualities re-
quired for success in warfare are acquired
on the playing field rather than in the class-
room. If it ever was true of any wars, it is
certainly not true of modern wars. There Is
no clear evidence that the duke ever made
this statement. The headmaster at Eton
incidentally believes the duke sald some-
thing to the effect that he had learned the
spirit of adventure by jumping over a ditch.
The duke, you may be interested in know-
ing, liked to toboggan around the corridors
on & tea tray drawn by a team of young
women,

Athletics are, of course, essential to.the
physical fitness of young men, But not
ov athletics,. They become &
drain on time and energy which should be
devoted to the more important aspects of
education. The time one has during his
life for uninterrupted devotion to intellec-
tual development is too brief even under the
best of circumstances. Long ago a Greek
physician sighed, “The life so short, the art
so long to learn.” I commend this senti-
ment to all of you. It is unwise to devote
too much of your time to nonessentials,
athletic department and alumni pressures
notwithstanding.

It is not really the function of the Naval
Academy to engage in large-scale competi-
tive spectacles for the benefit of the public.
Of course, it will be sald that this sort of
competition develops leadership. £

I doubt this, The American economic and
imdustrial system is also based on competi-
tion, yet the better colleges from which busi-
ness recruits its leaders are now deemphasiz-+
ing organized athletics. Knowledge now
doubles every 10 years, hence the demands on
the intellectual qualities of leaders are there-
fore growing apace. OCan we then afford to
devote precious time—time that can never be
regained—to anything that is not essential?

You know that much of college athletics
today is big business. Professional coaches
are hired at considerable expense to win
some sort of status for the college where they
happen to be working that yeéar. But do
the methods used by most coaches really de-
velop leadership In the student player? The
coaches call the shots; they manipulate the
players In accordance with schemes devel-
oped by professional staffs. If'it is initiative,
team spirit and the like which is intended
to be stressed, then it would seem logical to
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let the students call their own 'shots.” In
this manner, individualism, originality of
thought, pride in accomplishment would be
inculcated in the player and not remain
with the coldly calculating ' professional
athletic organization.

Take the case of intramural sports. It so
happens they were started here when I was
a midshipman., The idea was good. It was
to get as many midshipmen as possible to
learn to play various games—to extend such
an opportunity to more than varsity squads.
The organization and schedules were left up

to the midshipmen themselves, While im~

portant to the individuals involved, the out-
come did not count for the company

competition, Today, however, it seems that
intramural sports are in danger of becoming -

o , lke varsity athletics. The
important role they now have in intercom-
pany competition may induce midshipmen
to give them too much emphasis. Is the ex-
cess em worth 1t? . Does it really con-
tribute to developing good officers?

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include the text of the WTOP editorial
and also the full text of the address by
Admiral Rickover:

WTOP EDITORIAL
(Broadcast on January 25 and 26, 1965, over

WTOP radio and television by Jack

Jurey)

From what already is known about the Alr
Force Academy's cheating scandal, it ap-
pears that as much as 75 percent of the foot-
ball team is involved, together with other
members of the cadet corps. This has led
New York Congressman SAMUEL STRATTON O
send a telegram to Defense Secretary Me-
Namara complaining of athletic profession-
alism. Mr. STRATTON, & member of the
House Armed Services Committee, charges
that in the effort to create a football team
good enough to compete with major colleges,
Air Force has accepted athletes with mar-
ginal academic standards and that some of
these young men are forced to cheat in order
to keep up their grades. The Congressman
charges further that three of the service
academies—Army, Navy, and Alr Force—put
entirely too much emphasis on football, em-
phasis which, he maintains, “has no proper
place In any tax-supported institution.”

Somebody ought to pay some attention
to what Mr, STRaTTON says, The West Point
cheating scandal of 1951 included a high
percentage of football players. Now the Air
Force seems to be in the same situation.
And at Annapolis, where no cheating has
been detected, there still is an overpreoccupa-

tlon with football. The biggest recent news

from the Naval Academy had to do with the
firing of one football coach and the hiring
of another, as If it makes a tinker's dam
to national security whether Navy has a good
football team or not.

The Army, Navy, and Alr Force Academies
were established to train officers in military
technology and give them an wunderstand-
ing of the mllitary’s role In a free society.
That is a full-time assignment for any school,
without any effort to maintain a semiprofes-
sional football squad on the side. The Alr
Force scandal is an extremely good reason to
deemphasize service football and keep it
deemphasized.

EDUCATION FOR NAVAL LEADERSHIP
({By H. G. Rickover)

- Admiral Kirkpatrick was good enough to
ask me to speak with you today. He thought
you might be interested in my views on some
aspects of the education of naval officers. I
hope what I say will have pertinence to the
problems you will face throughout your
naval career.

First I will explain why education is in-
dispensable to leadership. Then I will tell
you what I consider to be weaknesses in
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the education of officers—weaknesses which
are inimical to the development of the mili-
tary leadership our Nation requires. Finally
I-will urge you as Individuals to take spe-
cific steps which can assist you in develop-
ing your own potentlal for military leader-
ship. I limit myself to the Navy because of
my greater familiarity with the service in
which I have been on active duty for 46
years, | ‘

Science and technology are rapidly and
radically changing the world and forcing
mankind to face up to two alternatives:
Adopt new ways of thinking or risk extermi-
nation. I need not belabor this point; no
thoughtful person can help but be aware of
the grave problems confronting us and of
the inadequacies of traditional ways of deal-
ing with them. Some of the concepts that
we have long been taught and accepted are
no longer relevant; others are no longer ade-
quate; still others have now become pro-
foundly dangerous., As Magnus Pike has
sald: “There' have been many well-run
socletles and there have been well-run
armies, too. The danger arises when big
changes take place. When this happens a
system designed for a particular purpose
needs to be changed to meet the changed
circumstances. If the system has become
rigid, however, and people are not willing
to change it, then it begins to impose itself
on them.” '

We cannot cope with this new world if
our minds are like attics stored with aban-
doned and useless furniture. What this
new world demands of us is that we learn
and that we think., Only those who have
been taught to think with their own minds
can discover and remedy their own defi-
clencies. i

_Our leading colleges recognize this prob-
lem and are upgrading their curriculums so
as to prepare their graduates more adequate-
ly for coping with the increasingly complex
problems they will face. I have been privi-.
leged to work with the engineering schools
of Princeton, Yale, and Cornell and to assist
them in revising their programs, These col-
leges as well as many others have replaced.
descriptive and applied courses with sub-
jects which develop understanding of basic
E:'inclples. To quote Dean Elgin, of Prince-

I ”

“Instructure in the engineering principles
of heat and mass transfer, mechanics of
solids and fluids, and of electromagnetic
theory is replacing the teaching of the
technologies of diesel engines, steam power-
plants, the manufacture of gasoline or al-
cohol, and how to construct an alternating
current motor.”

The basic. humanities have not been
slighted to accomplish this, Leading en-
gineering schools now require that a sub-
stantial portion of their courses be in the
areas of history, languages, English, and the
like, Here too the emphasis is on principles,
not on descriptive or applied subjects. A
serious intellectual attitude s fostered and
it is not surprising that those who most suc-
cessfully meet this intellectual challenge
are also the ones who succeed in the tasks
they undertake after graduation. Let me
quote from a recent report (Apr. 5, 1962), by
Frederick R. Kappel, chairman of the board
of the American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
on a study made of the records of 17,000 col-
lege graduates in his company:

“The figures show that the single most
reliable predictive indicator of a college
graduate’s success In the Bell System 1s his
rank In his graduating class.”

Like other colleges, the Naval Academy
has been attempting to improve its curricu-
lum. Some improvements have been made;
others are currently being considered. In-
dependent of these attempts, however, each
of you should acquire an awareness of the
importance of grasping the basic funda-
mentals of mathematics, sclence, engineering
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and the humanities. There is evidence you
are not doing this. I know some of you feel
that because the Academy is a military insti-
tution it need not compete with other col-
leges on an intellectual level; that perhaps
military leadership is not in any significant
way dependent on intellectual development.
Nothing could be further from the truth, as
I hope to show you.

Let us examine closely and critically just
what military leadership consists of in the
changing world in which your naval careers
will be spent. The significance of military
leadership has reached unprecedented im-
portance, not only because of the obyious
military threat to our country but also be-
cause of the increasing role of the military
in our foreign relations and in our national
economy. :

Certain attributes of military leadership
have always been important to success in
warfare; among these is knowledge. History
warns us to r the importance of this
attribute; it supplies us with many examples
where failure to do so has led to defeat. One
striking example of such a failure is the war
of 1870 between France and Prussia. I quote
from Michael Howard’s book, “The Franco-
Prussian War":

“In the summer of 1870 the kingdom of
Prussia and her German allies totally de-
stroyed the military power of imperial
France. For nearly 80 years the defeated
nation had given the law in military matters
to Europe, whereas the victor, 10 years
earlier, had been the least of the Continent’s
major military powers. Within a month
Prussia establish a military preeminence and
a political hegemony which made the unifi-
cation of Germany under her leadership a
matter of course, and which only an alll-
ance embracing nearly every major power in
the world was to wrest from her half a cen-
tury later.

“The collapse at Sedan, like that of the
Prussians at Jena, 64 years earlier, was the
result not simply of faulty command but
of & military system; and the military sys-
tem of a nation is not an independent sec-
tlon of the soclal system but an aspect of
it In its totality. The French had good
reason to look on thelr disasters as a judg-
ment. The soclal and economic develop-
ments of the past 50 years had brought
about a military as well as an industrial
revolution. The Prussians had kept abreast
of it and France had not. Therein lay the
basic cause of her defeat.”

The consequences of error in today’s world
of nuclear warfare are far more ominous
than they were in 1870. The destiny of our
country and of all free people is now at stake,
Today it is too dangerous to harbor illu-
sions. An {llusion may be defined as a
belief that has lost contact with reality,
Illusions are a form of excess baggage which
prevent a man or a natlon from facing
squarely up to issues and solving problems
properly. How we fare will be determined
in large measure by the relative capabilities
of enlightened leadership in all areas, in-
cluding the military. By enlightened leader-
ship I mean leadership that sets new stand-
ards for itself as dictated by the dynamic
developments of the times; leadership that
is not bound by tradition; that is not based
on frozen concepts which may have been
important yesterday, but are no longer very
important today.

For example, during the 18th and 18th
centuries armies marched shoulder to
shoulder, three, four, or six ranks deep, and
then slowly and mechanically fired volley
after volley at each other at dueling dis-
tance until one side was demolished or
broke, leaving the ground literally carpeted
with countless dead. Our own Civil War
had similar hand-to-hand combats where
both sides stood their ground and many
thousands died. That type of warfare, em-
ploying, as 1t did; simple tactics with simple
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weapons, demanded emphasis on sheer
physical bravery. Leadership excelllng in
bravery could bring success in battles of this
sort.  Such leadership is no longer sufficient
to meet the military challenges that face us
today when you may never even see the
enemy—he may be hundreds, even thou-
sands of miles distant.

What then are the main characteristics of
military leadership in today's world of guided
and ballistic missiles, supersonic alrcraft,
high-power sonar and radar, deep-diving
nuclear submarines and other complex
weapons? In such a world military power
depends upon technology, and technology
depentls on educated brainpower. There-
fore, today the keystone of military leader-
ship clearly 15 an educated mind. Indeed,
the motto of the Naval Academy itself is
truly prophetic. For it says: “From EKnowl-
edge, Sea Power.”

The educated man has knowledge that
makes the world around him intelligible;
his mind has been sharpened so that he
can use it effectively; he is receptive to
ideas; he thinks about them; he imparts
something of himself to them, and comes
forth with something new. Because he has
broad general knowledge, the educated man
is able to see things in perspective, as well
as in relation to other things.

The uneducated man, who knows little
about the forces which shape the world
around him, lacks this ability to see things
in true perspective and in their relation to
other things. He is like a mirror; he does
not absorb ideas; he merely reflects them.
Each thing stands alone for him.

He lacks the ability of the educated man
to join different ideas and bring some sort
of 'order into them. Ability to withdraw
into himself and think things out inde-
pendently is perhaps the educated man’s
most important attribute. This ability to
withdraw into onegelf and think things out
is the most significant characteristic distin-
guishing man from animals. This charac-
teristic s developed through education.
The uneducated have it to a much less de-
gree than the educated. It has been said
that some people are a bit like a seal who
sleeps for & minute and a half, wakes up,
takes a quick look at his surro and
goes back to sleep again. He elther sleeps
or he looks—he doesn't think about what he
sees. He just reacts.

A good liberal education endows a man
with the faculty of entering with compara-
tive ease into any subject and of taking up
with ‘aptitude any sclence and profession.
It enables him to draw his own conclusions
from what he observes around him. It
equips him with sufficlent general knowl-
edge to understand the world. It develops
in him the ability to make rational decisions
in difficult circumstances and to meet totally
new and unexpected contingencies. Educa-
tion has familiarized him with the ways in
which other people at other times have
solved problems similar to the ones he must
deal with. Thus he is supported by the vast
fund of wisdom collected in the past and
throughout the whole world. This sort of
education takes much time and effort. It
isn't finished when formal schooling ends
but goes on all through life.

Certainly these characteristics, acquired
through education, are necessary qualities in
a modern military leader. Not enough of-
ficers in the Navy, I feel, recognize the need
for this type of education.

Many studies have sought to find a defini-
tion of “leader.” To most people the answer
is simple: a leader s an active, forceful, out-
going person, the kind others look up to;
the type that gets elected class president or
football captain—the “big man on campus.”

But there is another point of view that
holds that the true leader makes no effort
to Impress his personality on others; he has
no obvious *“following.” But because of
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him—because of the quiet influence of his
ideas or his example—other people change
their thinking and act in new ways. 3

About all that can be sald for sure about
a leader is that his actions influence others.
Qualities which contribute to this ability to
exert such influence are: above-average in-
telligence; originality and constructive
imagination; practical knowledge relative to
the situation; speed and accuracy in thought
and decision; -intensity of application and
industry.

One of England's great educators, Lord
James, says more lucidly than I have seen
anywhere else that no soclety needs the
quality of leadership as much as & free
democracy. Again and again he stresses
that the single most important ability re-
quired of a leader in today's complex life is
trained intelligence of a high caliber.

Yet James notes that this quality of high,
intelligence is “more commonly underrated
than any other aspect of leadership.” The
popular conception of a naval leader em-
phasizes the more obvious and spectacular
qualities of character—as bravery, stamina,
dominance, and so forth; these may mask
and even ridicule intelligence. Yet high in-
telligence in naval leadership does not mili-
tate against these other qualities of char-
acter. Rather, implicit in high intelligence
are all of these character qualities, but placed
in proper perspective as dictated by the
needs of the time. In essence, the intel-
leetual element is always basic to a soclety.
The other leadership qualities are essential,
integral, indispensable, but they are not
enough. When you have only the more ob=
vious leadership to gulde your action, you
may lose early in the fight. The very nature
of man requires that in the last analysis he
be moved to action by ideas, not by codes.

Convinced as I am of the importance of
intelligence and education to military leader-
ship, I have in the past proposed certain
changes at the Naval Academy. I have for
instance recommended decreased emphasis
in nonacademic areas like organized athletics
and extracurricular activities. These too
often tend to become ends in themselves and
thereby detract from academic effort, which
should receive foremost attention. The re-
tort Invariably is the old chestnut attributed
to the Duke of Wellington: “The Battle of
Waterloo was won on the playing fields of
Eton." This implies that the qualities re-
quired for sticcess In warfare are acquired on
the playing field rather than in the class=
room. If it ever was frue of any wars, it is
certainly not true of modern wars, There
is no clear evidence that the duke ever
made this statement. The headmaster at
Eton incldentally believes the duke sald
something to the effect that he had learned
the spirit of adventure by jumping over a
diteh. The duke, you may be interested in
knowing, liked to toboggan around the cor-
ridors on a tea tray drawn by a team of
young women.

Athletics are of course esential to the
physical fithess of young men. But not
overorganized athletics. They become a
drain on time and energy which should be
devoted to the more important aspects of
education. The time one has d his
life for uninterrupted devotion to intellect-
ual development is too brief even under the
best of circumstances. Long ago a Greek
physician sighed “The life so short, the art
so long to learn.” I commend this semti-
ment to all of you. It is unwise to devote
too much of your time to nonessentials,
athletic department, and alumni pressures
notwithstanding. )

It is not really the function of the Naval
Academy to engage in large-scale competi-
tive spectacles for the benefit of the public.
Of course, it will be sald that this sort of
competition develops leadership. But for
many years the Naval Academy did not in
fact engage in such activities. Was its lead-
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ership, then, deficient in the years prior to
the advent of organized intercollegiate con-
tests? I doubt this. 'The American eco-
nomic and industrial system is also based
on competition, yet the better colleges from
which business recruits its leaders are now
deemphasizing organized athletics. Enowl-
edge now doubles every 10 years, hence the
demands on the intellectual qualities of
leaders are therefore growing apace. Can we
then afford to devote precious time—time
that can never be regained—to anything that
is not essential?

You know that much of college athletics
today is big business. Professional coaches
are hired at considerable expense to win some
sort of status for the college where they hap-
pen to be working that year, But do the
methods used by most coaches really develop
leadership in the student player? The
coaches call the “shots’; they manipulate
the players in accordance with schemes de-
veloped by professional staffs. If it is initi-
ative, team spirit, and the like which is in-
tended to be stressed, then it would seem
logical to let the students call their own
“ghots.” In this manner, Individualism,
originality of thought, pride in accomplish-
ment would be inculcated in the player and
not remain with the coldly calculating pro-
fessional athletic organization.

.Take the case of intramural sports. It so
happens they were started here when I was
a midshipman, The idea was good. It was
to get as many midshipmen as possible to
learn to play various games—to extend such
an opportunity to more than varsity squads.
The organization and schedules were left up
to the midshipmen themselves. While im-
portant to the individuals involved, the
outcome did not count for the company com-
petition, Today, however, it seems that in-
tramural sports are in danger of becoming
overorganized, like varsity athletics. The
important role they now have in intercom-
pany competition may induce midshipmen
to give them too much em . Is the
excess emphasis worth it? Does it really
contribute to developing good officers?

Another problem in developing qualities
of military leadership has to do with instill-
ing a proper understanding of the relation~-
ship between authority and independent
thought. This always has been a problem
but it is particularly acute today.

To illustrate the danger of unquestioned
acceptance of a rule by authority take the
case of the formula used by the British Ad-
miralty in the last war to determine the
number of escort vessels for a convoy. A
longstanding rule required 3 escort ves-
sels plus 1 additional escort for each 10
ships in the convoy. Thus a convoy of 20
ships would have 5 escorts and a convoy
of 60 ships, 9 escorts. The theory be-
hind this rule, whose origin had been lost
in the mists of time, was that this number
of escort vessels would make convoys of dif-
ferent size equally safe; that 1s, the same
average percentage losses could be expected.

Because it presumably had its origin in
“higher authority,” the formula was never
questioned until a group of civillans at-
tached to the Admiralty decided to examine
the actual records of ships lost in convoys
of different sizes. To their amazement they
found the rule to be not valid—that in the
previous 2 years large convoys had suffered
much fewer losses in relation to their size
than small convoys. They also found that
the number of ships sunk depended on the
number of convoying vessels, not on the
number of ships in the convoy. As a result
the size of convoys was Increased from a
maximum of 60 ships to as high as 187, and
fewer escort vessels were required. Had the
policy of large convoys been adopted in 1942
instead of 1943, the merchant ship tonnage
lost during this period might have been re-
duced by at least 20 percent, This is a good
example showing that you should not take
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things for granted. (Any formula followed
unthinkingly may lead to disaster,

Take the traditional concept of morale. I
often ask young officers which destroyer they
would prefer to take to sea in war; the
dirtiest one in the force, the one that had
low morale, yet stood first in gunnery; or
the smartest one, with high 'morale, but
which stood last in)gunnery. The answer
almost invariably was the smart ship with
the high morale. Now I admit this is a
loaded question, because it is: unlikely the
dirty ship would have stood highest in gun-
nery. Yet in terms of my question, wasn't
it the better ship? Isn't the real purpose
of a naval ship to hit the enemy? Is morale
an end in itself, or is it only a means to an
end? Should we judge the value of & ship
by its morale, or by its ability to sink an
enemy?

BSeveral years ago one of our large insur-
ance companies decided to find out whether
its highly organized employee morale pro-
gram which included pienics, games, and so
on was worth the cost and effort, They
found that the employees who liked picnics
and games at company expense went to them
and were quite happy—but they didn't do
any better work. The point I am trying
to make is that we must question eritically,
we must never unthinkingly accept tradi-
tional rules and routines. Perhaps some
efforts to build morale are overdone. Often
they take the form of engaging ceaselessly
in getivities, so that little or no time is left
for contemplation. Many of us would like
to be just plain let alone; we may be quite
capable of deciding all by ourselves what
to do with our own time. /

You should cultivate the habit of ques-
tioning the validity of all formulas and es-
tablished traditions. There is some wvalue
even In the stalest truisms we memorize and
recite; and since they are a convenient sub-
stitute for painful thinking, uneducated
minds accept them as dogma and close them-
selves to mew ideas that are necessary to
keep in step with the times.

The military are not alone in becoming
prisoners of outworn ideas. This is a char-
acteristic of all elements of society. It hap-
pens in science, too. Take the discovery of
oxygen, Priestly the Englishman and Lavoi-
sier the Frenchman were working on this
problem at the same time. Prlestly could
not conceive there could possibly be any
other gas but air. He saw the gas he was

enting with as dephlogisticated air.
But Lavoisier had long been convinced that
something was wrong with the phlogistic
theory. 8o he could see in Priestly’s experi-
ments a gas that Priestly himself had been
unable to see. To the end of his life, some
30 years after the new gas had been discov-
ered and used, Priestly was still unable to
see it. Or take Einstein’s theory. There
were some who did not accept it until it was
dramatically proved at Hiroshima.

Max Planck, whose quantum theory is a
cornerstone of modern physics, sadly re-
marked that “a new * * * truth does not tri-
umph hy convincing Its opponents and
making them see the light, but rather be-
cause its opponents eventually die, and a
new generation grows up that is famillar
with it.” BSo great is the power of self-decep-
tion, so difficult is it to leave the warm womb
of effortless routine, that hardly anyone who
listens to a statement like Planck’s conceives
that it could possibly apply to himself,
though he can instantly visualize many
others to whom it does apply.

I keep pointing out that education is fun-
damental to the development of leadership.
I keep glving examples of practices which
detract from this development. I have made
recommendations for the improvement of
education at the Academy. But I do not in-
tend to discuss these today. Rather I will
show you weaknesses that you yourselves
can do something about. I belleve I can best

1419

do this by telling you about my observations

of a large number of midshipmen and naval
officers. 3 g g

Over the past 14 years, I have interviewed
more than 8,300 naval officers and prospective
naval officers. I have done this in order to

be able to recommend those whom I consid="

ered had the requisite qualifications for duty
involving operation of nuclear powered ghips.
Over 1,000 of these have been midshipmen
fresh from the Naval Academy and from
civillan colleges. These interviews confirm
my conviction that the Naval Academy mid-
shipmen are not acquiring as good an educa-
tion as do the midshipmen from civilian col-
leges. This conviction is supported by my
observations of the remaining 2,300 officers
who had varying amounts of experience in
the Navy; most of these officers reflect the
same shortcoming in education I saw in the
young midshipmen.

‘Whenever one attempts to compare grad-
uates of the Naval Academy with those from
civilian colleges he is told that the need to
develop leadership at the Academy gives it
a unique mission requiring special time-con-
suming efforts. It is said that the Academy
is a military institution preparing men dedi-
cated to a loyal career in the service and,
hence, cannot be like other colleges. It is
also said that midshipmen are assigned mili-
tary and administrative duties so that they
may learn, by doing, to be followers and
leaders; that regimentation is essentlal to
the development of a fighting man and
therefore, a necessary part of the experience
of a midshipman.

These statements are not in accord with
evidence at hand. Take Marine Corps offl-
cers. Would any one say they are not as
loyal, or do not have as high a sense of duty
as the officers in any of our other services?
But the majority come from ecivilian col-
leges, receiving 6 months’ training when
they are commissioned. Are they inferior of-
ficers because they have not experienced a
Naval Academy type of life for 4 years?

Or take NROTC graduates. The Navy it-
self has testified to Congress that after 2
or 8 years there is no distinction; that the
captain rarely knows whether his officer is
Naval Academy or college NROTC. Evi-
dently some of the time-consuming efforts
devoted by midshipmen to nonacademic ac-
tivities may not be necessary to the develop-
ment of an effective officer.

The central deficiency in the education
of Naval Academy midshipmen is that they
do not learn principles, and therefore do not
learn to reason from principles. The extent
of this deficiency is perhaps best understood
by those who have themselves been educated
at the Academy and then at a civilian col-
lege of the first rank, The contrast is mark-
edly in favor of the civilian college. That
this weakness in Academy education exists
is real enough. Where the difficulty lies
is in conveying a comprehension of this
weakness to those who need to know about it.

Suppose we consider a course in thermo-
dynamics. The course description in the
Naval Academy catalog compares favorably
with that for a similar course in other col-
leges. We find the standard topies: the first
law of thermodynamics, the second law, and
so forth. But the evidence avallable to me
is that midshipmen simply do not acquire a
real understanding of the principles. It ap-
pears that they memorize the formulas, they
learn how to do the standard problems, and
they contrive to pass the course with more or
less credit. But never having comprehended
the fundamental principles involved, they
take away precious little of enduring value.
The appearance of education is there, but
not the reality.

Midshipmen, of course, are seldom aware
of this. When asked whether they are get-
ting the education they need, the answer is
generally in the afirmative. The reason, of
course, is that most of them have no way




1420

of comparing their own education with edu-
cation at one of our better colleges. Simi-
larly, if you asked a Chinese collle whether
he liked rice he'd probably say “yes.” How
could he answer otherwise; he doesn’'t know
how well he likes rice until you give him a
beefsteak.

Deficiencies in Naval Academy education
show up clearly in our nuclear power schools.
We find that the NROTC graduates, on the
average, do better than Naval Academy grad-
uates, the principal reason being that they
have, as a group, a better educational foun-
dation than have officers from the Academy.
For example, in one nuclear power school
group the top 11 students are all non-Acad-
emy graduates. These 11, again as a group,
were B-minus students at college, yet they
stand higher than 10 Academy graduates, 4
of whom stood in the top 100 of their class.
These are unpleasant facts. But it is better
that you know them now than that you keep
on deluding yourselves about your educa-
tional development.

Let me read from a letter I received com-
menting on a young Naval Academy graduate
enrolled at one of our nuclear power schools.

“This young officer was most enthusiastic
about the rigorous nuclear power school cur-
riculum, For the first time in his life he was
enjoying a new-found revelation of his ca-
pabilities * * * he mentioned one mathe-
matics exam (at the Naval Academy) that he
outguessed to make an almost perfect
mark—3.98. During a typlcal study period
at night he would read a few pages of an
assignment and then shine shoes, wash cap
covers, or play cards. This officer is now
studyilng approximately 6 hours each night
and a major part of each weekend. He has
discovered how much he can learn and un-
derstand by applying himself and this I think
is the lasting value of the nuclear power
school course. He will retain more or less of
the detalled knowledge depending on his in-
terests and continued application of the
material; he will retain the principles and
methods of approach a longer time, But
most important, and fortunately for him,
this young man has learned early in life
what his academic ecapabllities are; this
knowledge he will never lose.”

This young man finally discovered how im-
portant education was to his professional
development as a naval officer. This is not
understood by most midshipmen. Iam often
told that in the past they had not applied
themselves to academlcs because they had
only recently considered duty in the nuclear
power program—that they would be ready to
start studying if accepted for this program.
My message is addressed to all of you, not
just to those who may desire duty in nuclear
powered ships, An intellectual approach
cannot be decided upon overnight; it cannot
be turned on and off like a faucet. It must
grow out of continued and determined effort
from the very beginning. Prolonged inat-
tention to study and failure to develop one-
self intellectually is a difficult habit to over-
come; very few overcome it.

Many Academy graduates also believe that
the academic phase of their education ends
with graduation and that thereafter they
merely apply in a routine manner what they
learned at the Academy of the trade of naval
officer. I seldom find an officer who devotes a
significant amount of free time to continu-
ing his general and professional studies.
Perhaps there is too little reward or encour-
agement offered for this type of self-develop=
ment. Most officers devote their energy
to routine and perfunctory tasks associated
with their jobs. Few maintain intellectual
interests in science, engineering, history,
languages, or similar academics. Without
them, officers are really no more than techni-
cians. They are stagnating intellectually.
The fact that they are judged by their prac-
tical skills tends to mask this intellectual
stagnation. This only reveals itself when
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real leadership and keen insight are needed
to guide their decisions in dealing with the
unforeseen problems that our rapidly chang-
ing times throw at them.

What impresses me in my interviews is
the greater maturity of the NROTC students
compared to Academy students. I attribute
this to the fact that the generally superior
academic education and the open life at
civilian colleges tend to foster maturity. Or
perhaps some practices at the Academy, such
as hazing, tend to foster continuance of an
adolescent attitude through and beyond the
age when one should reach maturity. I am
reminded of what the author and journalist
Alan Pryce-Jones said recently about Oxford:
“We were treated as grownups at the age of
17. And there were superb libraries and
memorable tutors in an ambience of
learning.”

Is it too much to expect that a youth of 17
be treated as an adult? In Biblical times a
young man attained manhood at the age of
13. In medieval times when the child
reached the age of about 7, he belonged to
adult soclety. This may have been due to
the fact that because of the very high child
mortality little emotional investment was
made in young children. The child was
dressed like the grownup. When you look
at medieval paintings you can see the sim-
ilarity in clothes. For many centurles there
was no dividing line between the games and
pastimes of older children and adults. Girls
often married at 13 and boys at 14. For a
long time the child, the adolescent and the
adult all sat at the feet of the same master
and studied the same lessons.

Children were accorded adult treatment
even in later times. Our own naval hero,
Farragut, was made master of a prize at 10.
Yet at the age of 22 I still had to get my com-
pany officer’s signed approval to buy a pair of
socks at the midshipmen’s store.

Relative immaturity of midshipmen 1s
often explained away by arguing that Anglo-
Saxon youth ripen slowly in comparison with
other people.

Do not delude yourself on this point.
Comprehensive studies show that it has no
basis in fact. Therefore, the lack of ma-
turity to which I referred is your own per-
sonal responsibility, not that of your an-
cestors.

I mentioned hazing as possibly contribut-
ing to immaturity. You may be interested
in the origin of the type of hazing in vogue
here. It began in England in the early 19th
century when the growing industrial and
business class sought better education for
their sons. As there was then no public
education in England, the few private schools
became crowded. There were simply not
enough teachers to do the teaching and main-
tain order too. Because of this, and to save
money, the maintenance of order was turned
over to the older students who accomplished
this by hazing. This is the origin of modern
hazing which continues to this day, in sym-
bolic form at our civilian colleges, in actual
practice at the service academies.

The harm done by hazing is not its physi-
cal aspect. I am sure this is quite minor and
hurts no one. The harm is done in a more
subtle way and to both parties. The newly
arrived midshipman is made to feel, not as
an equal who has joined a goodly company
whose older members assume the responsi-
bility for his welfare, but as an inferior who
must do things because they are ordered,
whether there is any reason or not. The
upperclassman acquires a false concept of the
proper way to exercise authority.

Yet hazing is not something the authorities
require or officially condone. For 40 years I
have been hoping that some day there would
be a Naval Academy class that upon becom-
ing third classmen at the age of 18, would
be madature enough to depart from boyish
practices and adopt an adult manly attitude
toward their juniors. As the Apostle Paul
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sald in his first letter to the Corinthians:
“When I was a child, I spake as a child, I
understood as a child, I though as a child,
but when I became a man I put away childish
things.”

A misconception I find prevalent among
midshipmen and younger officers is the feel-
ing that during their years at the Academy
and as young officers they are so far down
the ladder that nothing they do can have
real importance. This is exactly the opposite
of the truth. Generally, the first 10 to 15
years of a man’s career are the truly creative
ones, Therefore, you cannof ever postpone
doing the very best you know how. On the
contrary, you must use your years at the
Academy and as a young officer to work and
study your very hardest. It is in these years
that the foundations of your career are laid.
Otherwise, you will find to your sorrow later
in life that you have lost an opportunity
which cannot be recovered.

Too often, midshipmen place the blame for
their educational deficiencies on others, I
am frequently told that the atmosphere in
& particular company at the Academy is not
conducive to study; or that no one teaches
them about practical engineering on sum-
mer crulses. Yet, when confronted with the
obvious question as to what initlative they
themselves took to improve their lot in the
face of these situations, the answer invari-
ably is “None,” This lack of initiative is
a personal weakness characteristic of indi-
viduals who are content to follow passively
and to bemoan that they are victims of their
surroundings. The circumstances in which
you find yourselves may be beyond your
power. But your conduct in these circum-
stances is within your own power to control.

Blaming others for deficient conditions is
of course not unique to midshipmen, It
applies equally to many officers I interview
before they enter the nuclear program.
Many of these officers do not understand the
true meaning of the word “responsibility.”
When questioned, they readily admit that
the combat eficiency of their ship needs to
be improved. Yet when asked what they are
doing to improve matters, it seldom occurs
to them that they have a personal respon-
sibility. The fault, as they have analyzed
it, lies in the inexperienced men assigned
to them, in old or poor equipment, in not
being motivated by thelr seniors, ete., but
never in themselves. Yet these same officers
usually have little knowledge of the funda-
mental or detailed technical aspects of the
equipment for which they are responsible.
They rarely study technical manuals or in-
struction books to overcome this ignorance.
These weaknesses in the educational devel-
opment of our naval officers can and should
be corrected. The Navy cannot otherwlse
contribute its proper share to the military
stature of our country. The question for
each of you is: What can I do personally?
No one can answer it for you. If you have
listened to what I have said, it should be
clear that each of you must find his own
answer. “You yourself must set flame to
the faggots which you have brought"—a
statement, incidentally, by a playwright who
was a naval officer. But I can perhaps help
by posing some pertinent questions. I sug-
gest you ponder these and like questions
which will oceur to you and decide your
own positive courses of action:

Is broad and continuing intellectual de-
velopment my foremost objective here at
the Naval Academy? Or am I content merely
to get by?

Am I striving to acquire a real understand-
ing of the fundamentalgs of science, engineer-
ing, and humanities? Or am I resorting to
techniques whose purpose it is to get the
best possible grade for the least effort?

Do I choose electives which are difficult
and intellectually stimulating? Or do I
choose easy ones which may improve my
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class standing, yet contribute little to fur-
ther my educational development?

Am T taking advantage of every available
opportunity to broaden my knowledge? Or
am I devoting time to meaningless activitles
which have little relevance to my develop-
ment as & human being and as a professional
naval officer?

Am I developing the habit of independent
thought and inquiry which requires me to
question doctrinaire and traditional ap-
proaches to problems? Or do I blindly accept
everything that is cloaked with the mantle
of authority?

In attempting to answer these self-imposed
questions you may discover that you are
discontented with what you have accom-
plished. You may find that a strong effort
on your part ls needed to wrench your mind
from intellectual stagnation, While positive
corrective action in your environment may
be difficult to acquire, remember it is your
responsibility to do what you can to over-
come such difficulties. Ignorance is a volun-
tary misfortune.

In conclusion I will quote a perceptive
passage at the end of Darwin's “Origin of
Species”:

“Although I am fully convinced of the
truth of the vlews given in this volume.
¢ » *» T by no means expect to convince
experienced naturalists whose minds are
stocked with a multitude of facts all viewed,
during a long course of years, from a point
of view directly opposite to mine. * * * But
I look with confidence to the future—to
young and rising naturalists who will be able
to view both sides of the question with im-
partiality.”

My hope is a similar one. While I do not
expect that my views will gain wide accept-
ance in the Navy today, I am hopeful that
you of the younger generation will eventually
learn to understand them and perhaps bene-
fit from them, If what I have said disturbs
you, bear in mind I did not come here to
please you but to make you think.

Speakers often tell you that the future
les in your hands. By these words they do
not mean that you are superior in capacity
or in intelligence. Many of you appear to
belleve this as you graciously accept this
platitudinous homage. Not at all. What
they are attempting to convey to you is the
hope that perhaps as many as a handful in
the audience will be inspired to ponder their
purpose in life and set themselves difficult
goals.

The Spanish philosopher Ortega y Gasset
once wrote a book around the thesis—to
quote him—that “there is no doubt the most
radical division it is possible to make of
humanity is that which splits it into two
classes of creatures: those who make great
demands on themselves, piling up difficulties
and duties; and those who demand nothing
special of themselves, but for whom to live is
to be every moment what they already are.”
I read this as a young man and it impressed
me deeply. And all my life I have uncon-
sciously judged people and institutions by
whether or not they set themselves a stand-
ard; whether they measure themselves
against a criterion that requires effort be-
cause they deem it worthy of effort.

The Navy can offer unlimited opportunity
to anyone who is willing to study and work
hard—to anyone who is willing to exercise his
braln and who is not afraid to question out-
worn shibboleths. The Nayy is also a place
where an officer can, for a while, coast; where
he can get by with a minimum of effort and
with perfunctory work.

Take your choice. When the time comes
for you to contemplate your life and you ask
yourself “What have I accomplished?”, will
you have something to show; will you have
had an impact on your environment, or will
you have become nothing but a statistic.
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ADDRESS OF BSENATOR BARRY
GOLDWATER BEFORE THE RE-
PUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE

Mr. DEL, CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from South Dakota [Mr. BErRrY]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
place in the REcorp the entire text of the
speech which Senator Barry Goldwater
delivered before the Republican National
Committee in Chicago January 22 to
which I made reference in my statement
on the House floor yesterday.

The Senator's statement should clarify
any doubts that remain as to exactly
what he said, and how his remarks were
deliberately misquoted by the leftwing
press.

ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE BARRY GoLD-
WATER, BEFORE THE REPUBLICAN NATIONAL
CoMMITTEE, FRIDAY, JANUARY 22, 1965, CHI-
caco, ILL.

I, too, want to take a few moments at the
outset to make a few remarks to express my
heartfelt thanks and gratitude to Dick Nixon
who worked harder than any one person for
the ticket this year. Dick, I will never for-
get it. I know that you did it in the inter-
‘est of the Republican Party and the interest
of our country and not for selfish reasons.
But if there ever comes a time I can turn
those into selfish reasons, I am going to do
all I can to see that it comes about.

I want to thank Dean Burch for the out-
standing job that he did. I have worked
with him and with many national chair-
men and I don't say this because he is a
young man from my own State. I say it be-
cause I have learned to recognize what makes
a good national chairman and Dean accom-
plished an almost impossible task under very
trying conditions and Dean, I wish you well
in the years ahead.

I want to thank, too, my running mate,
Bill Miller, who you all know worked tire-
lessly in this campaign. He and his charm-
ing wife and his family went every place in
this country they were asked to go and they
did an outstanding job and I hope I am
successful in talking Bill Miller to moving
his law practice to Arizona. It's a better
climate out there, I might say, politically
and meteorologically.

I want to thank my old friend Ray Bliss
who finally—and this is the third time I
went to him'on bended knee—finally he said
“yes,”” The first time I asked Ray Bliss to
be national chairman, 6 years ago, and I
thought we had him. We answered his
three if's and then we found he came up
with a fourth one. We couldn't quite crack
it. Ray, I pledge my continued support in
any way you feel you can use me and I wish
you the best of success in this job you have
taken on.

Of course, this always happens after a cam-
paign. People begin to write books about
the campalgn and I have had a real inter-
esting and amusing time reading them. In
fact, what they boil down to, mostly, is that
I wasn't dishonest enough in this last cam-
paign to win. It's a little distracting to find
writers feeling that in order to win an elec-
tion one must be dishonest or at least a lit-
tle dishonest. In fact, it's gotten so bad I
may write a book myself about this cam-
palgn just to get the truth across. If I
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were going to do that, I would include in it
something like this:

No. 1: As Republicans, let’s quit blaming
everyone for the defeat that I suffered. This
defeat was not the fault of Dean Burch. It
wasn’t the fault of my lifelong friend and
manager, Denny Kitchel. It wasn’t the fault
of ‘this State, this section or that section of
our country. It wasn’t the fault of this
person or that person. In my mind elections
are won when five things can be counted on
your slde: Circumstances, organization,
money, work, a candidate. Now, let's look at
those:

Under circumstances the circumstances
were not right for 1964.

Organization: I think that we had the fin-
est working organization that I have ever
seen in the Republican Party out across the
States. It was excellent. I hope we can
retain these millions of dedicated workers
who worked for the first time in politics.
I think we can and I think this is a chal-
lenge to each and every one of you State
chairmen and county chairmen who might
be here.

Money: OK in the long run but it didn’t
come in early enough so we could really plan
to use it in the most effective way, and
again I want to thank the finance commit-
tee and all those of you who contributed so
much in time and labor to the successful
drive that was put on.

Work: I don't think I have even seen in
my life in the Republican Party any greater
or more dedicated work than I saw across
the length and breadth of this land. Not
completely, but I'll say by and large, the best
work that I've ever witnessed.

Now, we get down to the last thing and
that's the candidate and I guess I have
comé to the unhappy conclusion that you
had the wrong one. Now, let's look at the
reasoning on this because I would like to
close this book once and for all and let us
get on with the job of electing people in
1966 and putting this party together. I
would Iike the people who write about the
campaigns to understand these things.

I picked Dean Burch and I might say to
you national committeemen and committee-
women I hope the day comes, that you don't
feel it incumbent upon yourselves to ask the
natlonal candidate who he wants for na-
tlonal chairman. I hope you, yourselves will
make up your mind about this person and
not change him every 8 or 4 years. But I
want to talk about that a little later on.

I picked my team. I picked my writers.
In fact, Dean has been blamed for some deci-
sions that I made. I decided and asked
Dean to put it out—that my campaign, or
our campaign, would be run through the
State organizations and I would still make
that recommendation today. But I made it
through Dean Burch and it was my decision.
It was my decision not to go into several
States—a decision had I to make it again, I
probably wouldn't have made it in the same
way. But this wasn't Mr, Burch’s fault. It
was my fault.

Mistakes were made in this campaign and
I hope some day to record all of them so
we don't do them again and I might say
here I want to thank all of you who have so
carefully answered my Inquiries about what,
in your opinion, was wrong with the cam-
paign. The response has been overwhelming
and out of this response will come some kind
of a paper for the national committee. Mis-
takes were made, and they were my fault.
It wasn't the fault of any other individual
because I was charged with the decislon. If
TV was no good, that's my fault. It's not
the fault of the camera. We had the best
directors you could get. In the long run we
had money, but if the TV programs were bad
you can blame me.

If the speeches were no good, that’s my
fault. I didn't have to make them but I
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liked them and I thought they put my point
across, but I could be wrong and I guess I
was, In fact, I don't say this in a way to
duck any responsibility; but I just couldn’t
overcome the false liabilities that were hung
around my neck on July 15.

For instance, some 78 percent of the peo-
ple wouldn't agree with me on nuclear per-
mission for NATO commanders. I never
made that suggestion to begin with—mnever at
any time.

Sixty-four percent of the people thought
I would start & war with Cuba. I wouldn't
but neither would I duck one if it came in
the cause of freedom.

Sixty-one percent disagreed with me on
Supreme Court powers. I don't recall I ever
once made any suggestion about cutting the
Supreme Court powers. I made some sug-
gestions as to the improving the quality of
it, but not cutting it. ’

And then we have the two worst ones:
the fact that I oppose soclal security, which
couldn't be borne out by my voting record,
and dropping a bomb in Asia. I'm glad they
got down to Asla because during the cam-
palgn it was anyplace. These were false-
hoods but I was tagged with them. I
couldn't for the life of me, as often and
as hard as I tried, unload the Republican
ticket from those false accusations, So, I
accept the full responsibility for this and I
just want to have people stop blaming the
wrong people.

I am reminded of the importance of doing
this by the Battle in the Valley of the Little
Big Horn when Custer had such a bad time,
pretty much like I had, but I got out of it
with my hair. I didn’t want to wait for his-
tory to have to write these conclusions. I
make them today. I accept the full respon-
sibility for it. I am sorry I couldn't pro-
duce better results. I am sorry so many good
men, including Chuck Percy here, went down
with me, but we are going to start coming
up and we are golng to come up a lot further
than when we went down.

Now, if you permit me a few other obsery-
ations, observations that you must keep in
mind because for the first time in my mem-
ory we were not fighting the Democratic
Party. In fact, I don’t think the Democratic
Party exists today, organizationwise. I
doubt that they have a natlonal committee.
I haven’t heard of it in years.

Last fall we were fighting the Federal
Government.

Now, remember that. We were not fight-
ing any limited funds of the Democratic
Party. We were not fighting the limited
funds of the labor movement. We were
fighting the Federal Government. The
question of equal time on TV which the
President ducked—he refused to debate, He
refused even to answer questions and when
he did use TV for a purely political reason
to explain his reasons in firing over in south-
east Asla, we were refused equal time, Why?
Because the FCC was told not to give us that
time and we even went to court about it
and the courts wouldn't change it.

The Cabinet for the first time in my mem-
ory, every member of the Cabinet, every
submember of the Cabinet, was out across
the length and breadth of this land cam-
paigning for the opposition ticket. Bureau
pamphlets which had never been used In
such a direct way went out in political form.
Not just the actual facts, but in many cases
distortions. The Federal threat of power
which you are going to feel more and more
of in your business and In your very home
and social life. The threat that if you do
not go along with L.B.J., something might
happen to you.

We ran into this all over the United
States—the use of the Internal Revenue
Service, the use of the threat of the loss of
a license or the denial of a license if the
vote was not coming or the support wasn't

CONGRESSIONAL: RECORD — HOUSE

coming. Federal propaganda spread both
domestically and throughout foreign lands.
These are the things we are now confronted
with. We are not confronted, ladies and
gentlemen, with fighting merely another
party. We are fighting the full muscle and
power of the Federal Government.

I might say that that's history, but we
learn a lot from this history. In fact, we
conservatives believe in history. We belleve
in making our progress upon the proven
values of the past and If that Is true we
have learned from the history of our party
that we have to stop playing musical chairs
with the chairmanship.

I don’t know whether you realize it or not
but Ray Bliss is the 19th chairman we have
had in 28 years. I belleve the elghth or
ninth chairman in the last 11 years. You
businessmen know that you cannot run a
business if you change your manager every
year and a half. It doesn't work out, I
would like to see this job a continuous one.
I don't think we should worry about what
the presidential nominee wants in this par-
ticular case, If you have a good chairman,
keep him and not just for 4 years but keep
him as long as you can.

Our opponents never stop organizing.
They never stop to have fights like we have.
They may scrap among themselves. They
may say he is an * * *, but he is a Demo-
crat. They'll vote for him. They will work
for him. We have to stop moving this na-
tional chairman around. I don't care if it
is Thruston Morton, Bill Miller, Dean Burch,
or whoever it it. We have to have conti-
nuity in this job.

We have to, either through the national
committee or some outside organization—
and I would think it best to be an outside
organization—have national television avail-
able to our cause at least once a month and
preferably twice a month. I am happy to
tell you that I know of such an organization
that is being formed, not to put just this
Republican or that Republican on, but to put
people on who can explain the Republican
approach to the answers of the problems that
we have today, to answer the asinine charges
made from time to time by the President and
by his controlled Congress.

I must reiterate what's been sald earlier.
We have to establish better relationship with
the press. Now I know these fellows. They
are good decent Americans. The trouble
is that we haven’t taken the trouble to teach
them what we are talking about. I have had
many of these men, some of them oldtimers,
some of them heads of their bureaus, tell
me they came to work under Franklin
Roosevelt. They worked under a so-called
liberal philosophy all their writing lives.
They don’t understand conservatism and
they have been asking for an explanation.
They are not out to get us. I think we can
get quite a few of them to understand we are
Just mnormal human beings. We aren’t
devils with horns and talls who hate the
press. We would just as soon be seen with
them as seen with anybody else. I don't
dispair of creating a better working relation-
ship between the press and the Republican
Party.

I think we have to beef up our public
relations. We have to beef up our research
which I found we were woefully short on and
we have to get our money early. We cannot
wait until after the next convention in
1968 or the nominating days in 1966 to put
our team together. This is one of our great
mistakes. This is historically one of our
great mistakes in that we have had no con-
tinuity in the national chairmanship. So
the fellow is a little scared about losing his
job. He drops off doing work in this fleld
or that field for fear of offending someone.
We don't encourage him to go ahead and do
the thorough job that should be done.
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We don't have the money early, Our na-
tional chairmen have spent more time rais-
ing money and collecting money than or-
ganizing and that's to be understood because
we have been in debt quite a bit. I think we
have to have a little better merchandising—
in fact, a lot of merchandising and I use
that term because my background is as a
merchant. Many times I would look at a
plece of merchandise, a fine plece of mer-
chandise, but not selling and ask myself,
“What the devll is wrong with it. It is a
perfect item. Why can't it sell?” It usually
was to be found in its presentation or its
wrapping.

Now the Harris poll, whether you agree
with it or not, showed just before the elec-
tion, 94 percent of the American people
agreed with me about tightening security in
the Federal Government; 88 percent felt
prayer should be restored in schools; 61 per-
cent belleved Goldwater wants to curb ex-
tremist groups; 60 percent believe welfare
and relief make people lazy; 60 percent agree
with me on trimming Federal power; 50 per-
cent belleved I would do a better job deal-
ing with corruption.

You couldn't ask for a better setup, but,
by golly, when it came to voting, they didn’t
buy this package even if they liked it. We
have to think of some way to wrap it up and
have some better packaging so we can get
the American people to realize the Republi-
can Party is the responsible party, the party
of progress. This is historically true. It is
a party that has gained more respect for the
United States of America than the Democra-
tic Party has lost, even though they are try-
ing their best. I would make another sug-
gestion, and I know that this flies in the
face of some others that have been made, that
the national committee not try to make of
itself a policymaking body.

You have to remember, whether you like it
or not, that policy is and has to be made by
the elected Republicans and the Congress of
the United States. Ladies and gentlemen,
they have to run on their record. They can’t
run on the record of the national committee.
They have to run on what they are able to
get done in Congress and a lot will depend,
I think, In the coming years on what they are
able to hold back from L.B.J. as he asks for
the moon. BSo, don't try to graduate this
group into a policymaking body. I think the
council that’s been set up by Mr. Forp and
Mr. DirgseN Is adequate to cover this, It
glves you representation. It gives the Gov-
ernors representation. It gives the ex-candi-
dates representation. In fact, to me, this ex-
panded group can do a lot more than any of
us can by meddling in the prerogatives of the
Congress,

Now, in closing, we are a minority party,
and we are greatly in the minority. We have
about 30 million Republicans in this country,
and the Democrats 52 to 556 million. As you
will see later this afternoon, our sales curve
has gone down constantly since 1932, and we
have to get back to work on that. However,
as a minority party, I believe we have a very,
very serious charge, an obligation, and that
is for objective opposition, not just opposi-
tion for the sake of opposing, but thoughtful
opposition, opposition accompanied with
suggestions of a Republican nature as to how
we would approach the problem.

Now, I noticed throughout the speech of
the President the other day, or I detected
the setting up of some language that will
make it possible for anybody to be stamped
“hatemonger” or a “dlvider” if he ever criti-
cizes the L.B.J. administration. I want to
remind him that honest criticism does not
mean divide. Honest criticism is actually a
halter in both senses of the word—a halter
on the donkey’s snoot and to slow him down,
and a halter in that we can stop by honest
criticism some of the things that are not
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gvood for this counfry, and it produeeu

r:r you doubt that, look at t.he Presldent'
extreme efforts now to appear conservative;
turning out the lights in the White House
and even telling us about $314 billlon that
were saved last year, which is not true. Now
conservatives are not dishonest, so that's one
case wherein he does not compare honestly
with us. Also look at his effort to cut spend-
ing, and finally his efforts—not his efforts
but his action in South Vietnam-—as he
works to do what Dick Nixon and I have
suggested for 3 long years—cut off the sup-
plies coming into Vietnam. If he just ls-
tens to us long enough, I think we will make
& good President out of him.

Now, my criticism is not born of hatred
nor is 1t born of a desire to disunite our coun-
try. It is born of a concern for my country,
yes, a deep love for my country. I am con-
cerned today, for example, about the very

situation of our gold and our
dollar, I don’t agree our dollar is sound. I
don't agree the outflow of gold is stopped. I
am frightened by what France has threatened
to do. If France does it you can rest assured
others will do it.

What would we do as Republicans? What
we always have done—balance that budget.
Put some financial responsibility into our
Government. See to it that forelign coun-
tries finally realize that the American people
understand the value of balanced budgets to
strengthen their dollar. If we can keep the
criticism on, keep the heat on, I am cer-
tain he is going to have to take recognition
of this because the American people are be-
ginning to realize you can't continously
spend something that you don’t have.

Another fleld that I am vitally worried
about, and I know Dick and Blll and most of
you are, is our rapidly deteriorating position
around this globe, This doesn't seem to con-
cern the present occupant of the White
House. He is more concerned about what is
going on in this State or that State than he
is what's going on around this world in rela-
tion to the United States. We are being
spat upon, belittled. We are at the point
today where the Ambassador of the United
Natlons is afraid to say, “Russia, pay up or
get out.” We are being frightened into posi-
tions we have no reason to be frightened into.

This isn’t belligerent talk. This isn't war
talk. This is merely the suggestion of one
American who never wants to see a tear in an
American's eyes as I saw tears in Frenchmen's
eyes when the enemy finally moved in after
being told it couldn’t happen here. I want
to see our party a party of honest opposition,
strong opposition. I want to see more Mem-
bers of our Congress standing up on their
feet today and day after day pointing out
the mistakes and the errors and the danger-
ous moves of the opposition. In fact, I sug-
gest that our Republican Congress can do its
best job by going slowly.

I was ranking minority member of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare. How many days and hours do
you think we spent on the antipoverty bill?
Anybody want to make a guess? Less than
4 hours on the formal discussion in the
Committee of Labor and Public Welfare in
the Senate. We are hearing talk now about
this astronomical program and its good
points. We aren't going to argue with that.
It has its good objectives. But we hear
about jamming this through by July 1.
These programs have to be studied. They
have to be explained to the American people.
We have to recognize that the aims are
great but we also have to find out what
threats are Iin them agalnst freedom.

‘We hear about the Great Soclety., I would
remind you we have been a Great Soclety
all of our lives. If we weren't my grand-
father would never have gotten here from
Poland or England because there would have

-the Communists
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been no reason. He wanted to be free. Yet
we hear in this Great Soclety today, justice,
Hberty, and unity. I might remind you
that we find justice in jails. We find liberty
among Communist-controlled people, to
some extent. Unity, there is unity amongst
. There is unity amongst
criminals, but freedom is the major in-
gredlent of our soclety and without it these
things mean nothing and once again as I
did during the campaign I implore the Presi-
dent to talk about freedom as he talks about
justice, lberty, and unity because  liberty
and freedom are not exactly the same
things.

Now, in closing, I want to say what Dick
has eald. I am a Republican. I have al-
ways been a Republican. I will never feel
at home any place else. I will resist any
third party movement in this country, and
I will never allow my name to be assoclated
with any such movement.

This Republican Party lives under & great
tent. We have room in it for all interpre-
tations of our basic philosophy. I sald, I
say now, as I sald in Chicago 6 years ago,
let’s not stand inside this tent and throw
rocks at each other. You can stand outside
and throw rocks, but not inside. If you have
your arguing to do, whether you are liberal,
moderate, or conservative, whatever those
words mean today, let’s argue them out be-
tween now and 1966. When we have de-
cided our nominees for the House and Sen-
ate, for the gubernatorial posts in 1966, just
because we don't agree, for the “love of Mike"”
don’t stay home and throw rocks at the
candidate,

1 want to thank all of you for the great
honor that you bestowed on me by having
selected me as your candidate—20-20 hind-
sight might make some of you wish you
hadn’t done 1t+—20-20 hindsight can show me
a lot wrong with the decision but it was your
decision and I never have been so honored in
my life,

I will never be so honored again, I will
carry this honor to my grave as the proudest
thing I own. Thank you.

REVISION OF IMMIGRATION LAWS

Mr. DEL, CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVE-
1aNDp] may extend his remarks at this
point and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. . Mr. Speaker, as
one who supports reasonable revision of
the immigration laws, I was struck by a
thoughtful analysis of the problems in-
volved which appeared as an editorial in
the January 14 issue of the Christian
Science Monitor. I welcome this oppor-
tunity to place it in the Recorp for the
consideration of the House:

WHAT IMMIGRATION LAW?

As the next step In what promises to be
one of the most tradition-shattering legisla-
tive programs ever asked by a President of
the United States, Lyndon B. Johnson has
demanded fargoing changes in American
immigration laws.

There has been for many years a sharp
division within public thought on this ques-
tion. On one side have stood those who
believe that all nations have the right to pre-
serve their traditional raclal, religious, and
cultural make-up against inflows which
might seriously alter it. This group, hither-
to dominant, polnts out that the United
States, despite heavy immigration from many
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areas of the world, remains essentially north-
ern European and Protestant.

Against this point of view are ranged those
who claim that America’s immigrant laws are
discriminatory, that the United States
ghould not make nationality a test for im-
migration. These would have the famed
“melting pot” melt still more furiously.
They would consider would-be immigrants
a8 individual human beings rather than
members of natlons or races.

Although by no means adopting all the
demands of the most extreme within this
latter group, President Johnson has clearly
responded to their pleas, Although not sub-
stantially Ilifting the yearly Iimmigration
quota (which, incidentally, does not give a
true picture as it is exceeded each year by
almost its own number due to special visas),
the President's wish is to end the present
preferential treatment given northern Euro-
peans, primarily British, German, Irish, and
Bcandinavian.

The White House lays particular stress on
what it says is the need to import workers
with needed skills. The new bill would also
further serve the already operative and hu-
manitarian principle of seeking to unite
families.

A serlous question, and one which the
President did not even touch upon in his
message, is the desirability—one might even
term it the “humanity”—of seeking to open
the gates to large numbers of persons with
greater or lesser skills, while there are mil-
lions of unemployed in the United States,
while automation has already thrown many
skilled workers out of a job, while large
numbers of Negroes and Puerto Ricans are
either unemployed or underemployed. But
even these facts are less significant than
still another: the United States is now enter-
ing the perlod when the postwar baby boom
begins to flood the labor market, In the
next 10 years alone, this boom will add 15
million jobseekers over and above the figure
of those normally expected. Where will they
find jobs?

From a hardheaded point of view, the
United States might be expected under such
circumstances to cut down on immigration,
rather than seek to increase it. Many other
countries follow such a course. But would
it be consistent with American ideals?

Thus difficult questions arise. If, in this
matter, one shows a humanitarian face to
the world, is one showing a heartless face to
unfortunates at home? Is an improvement
in America’s worldwide “image" worth the
price of possibly compounding already
existent economic difficulties? Clearly, such
choices require careful weighing.

WIDENED FOOD-FOR-PEACE
PROGRAM

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTENMEIER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
am introducing a bill today which would
provide a new and useful method of ex-
panding oversea markets for U.S.-pro-
duced foodstuffs, increasing our dollar
trade, and aiding in the economic devel-
opment of recipient countries.

The bill would add a new chapter,
chapter 7 to part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, to authorize long-
term supply contracts for school lunch
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and welfare programs abroad. This
chapter would authorize the President
to make firm commitments for any pe-
riod of up to 5 years after the Secretary
of Agriculture made a determination
that the commodity in question is rea-
sonably likely to continue in surplus for
that period.

This authority for firm commitments
on the strength of estimated future sup-
ply conditions is the most significant
contribution of this proposal. The bill
would permit the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to make open-market purchases at
above-price-support levels to fill the
commitments should our surplus supply
become depleted during the period of the
commitment. Existing law requires a
determination at the time of delivery
that the commodity is then in surplus
before it may be shipped. This results
in great uncertainty for the recipient
country.

Elimination of this uncertainty is
highly desirable, not solely for the con-
venience of recipient countries, but very
importantly, for the U.S. producers,
processors, and shippers.

In the face of the existing uncertainty
potential participating countries are dis-
couraged from investing in the storage,
packaging, and distribution facilities
needed to receive both governmental
shipments and commercial sales through
private channels. Where the products
might be used for such politically sensi-
tive purposes as welfare and school lunch
distributions, there is an even greater
disinclination to embark on a program
which might have to be terminated be-
cause of supply conditions in the United
States.

In a recent article appearing in the
Washington Post on January 21, 1965,
Dan Kurzman cited the growing interest
of the Johnson administration in utiliz-
ing food more fully in our foreign policy.
‘We who view food and our ability to pro-
duce surplus stocks of food as very effec-
tive foreign policy tools are greatly en-
couraged by this indication of the ad-
ministration’s willingness to consider and
support measures similar to the bill I am
introducing today. In the belief that
this article is of interest to my colleagues
and relevant to the measure I am pro-
posing, I include with my remarks the
text of that article:

WIDENED FOOD-FOR-PEACE PROGRAM Is
PLANNED
(By Dan Eurzman)

A revolutionary food-for-peace program to
help end hunger in the free world is being
planned by the administration.

The program would require new legisla-
tion to permit basle changes in this country's
farm policy.

Under the current food-for-peace program,
only agricultural products in surplus can be
shipped abroad as aid. Under the one now
being drawn up, nonsurplus foods would also
be sent abroad, mainly high-protein items
such as soybeans and dairy products selected
to fight malnutrition,

CHANGES IN SUBSIDIES

To assure an adequate supply of the most
needed foods, important readjustments in
the Government's farm subsidy program
would be necessary.

Subsidies Intended to cut production of
items that would be required for the anti-
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hunger campaign ‘eould be reduced or elim-
inated while new incentives might be needed
to encourage rather than discourage the cul-
tivation of certain crops.

The projected program would implement a
proposal by President Johnson last” October
“to use food and agricultural skills of the
entire West in a joint effort to eliminate
hunger and starvation.” The program is now
being worked out jointly by the Department
of Agriculture, the Agency for International
Development (AID), food for peace, and the
Bureau of the Budget.

Although the total program might cost
more than the present one, U.S. officlals
pointed out, an increase in the farm budget
probably would not be required since a
large part of the cost could be shifted from
the Department of Agriculture to AID.

BUDGET PROPOSAL

Such a shift would depend on the will-
ingness of Congress to give food a priority
place within the AID program-—an uncer-
tainty at best, particularly since the Presi-
dent has asked for a sharply trimmed AID
budget for fiscal 1968, starting in July,

However, since increased funds for food
would not be required until fiscal 1967, a
decision by the President to push the pro-
gram could help make the funds available
then or later.

Actually, pllot projects, which would not
require any change in present farm or AID
budgets, may be launched this year. From
three to six underdeveloped countries will
probably be selected to test the practicability
of the program. Administration officials feel
that for the first time in history the means
exist for eliminating world starvation, and
that the Great Society can prove itself on
& global basis by so doing,

POLITICAL RESULTS SEEN

A successful worldwide antihunger cam-
paign, officials believe, would, at minmum
cost, not only eliminate one of mankind’s
most deadly plagues, but produce tremen-
dous political results, particularly since the
Communist world cannot produce enough
food for itself.

Such a program 1is possible now, these of-
ficlals say, because the scope of world hunger
can be measured for the first time as a re-
sult of an intensive purvey made about a
year ago by the Department of Agriculture.
This survey was made possible by the Free-
dom From Hunger campaign started in 1961
by the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization, which made governments more
aware of the need for statistics to tie down
food requirements.

The world food shortage is estimated In
terms of yearly value, at $6.8 billion, of which
$#2.5 billion 1s attributed to non-Communist
countries, These figures take into account
the present annual food-for-peace offerings
of $1.6 billion and the less than $500 million
contributed yearly by other nations.

Built into the projected program would be
efforts to reduce the $2.5 billion free world
gap through self-help measures undertaken
by the needy nations.

L5 HUGE CROP LOSSES

These measures would be designed first to
improve the storaging and distribution of
avallable food. India today loses almost
one-third of its crop through rats, insect in-
festation, and spoilage, while Chile loses up
to half of its frult and vegetables because of
the lack of proper canning facilities.

. Becond, increased local food production
would be encouraged through greater use of
fertilizer, increased farm credits, and tech-
nical aid, and new marketing facilities. Such
self-help measures constitute the main effort
of the FAO’s Freedom From Hunger cam-
palgn,

Food shortages remaining after such meas-
ures were undertaken—and after normal
commercial trade with food exporting coun-
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tries was taken into account—would then be
met under the new program, assuring that
such aid represented the assistance that the
mlmgry people could not provide for them-
selves.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. FExcHAN, for 5 minutes, tomorrow,
and to revise and extend his remarks.

Mr. Gross, for 30 minutes, on Thurs-
day, January 28.

Mr. SayLor (at the request of Mr. DEL
Crawson), for 15 minutes, on Thursday,
January 28, 1965; to revise and extend
and include extraneous matter.

Mr. WHaITENER (at the request of Mr.
CLEVENGER), for 30 minutes, on Monday,
February 1, 1965; to revise and extend
his remarks and to include extraneous
matter.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o'clock and 3 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, January 28, 1965, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC,

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

434, A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor, General Services Administration, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation en-
titled “A joint resolution to authorize the
disposal of chromium metal, acld grade
fluorspar, and silicon carbide from the sup-
plemental stockpile”; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

435. A letter from the Acting Deputy Ad-
ministrator, Veterans' Administration, trans-
mitting a report on the Veterans' Adminis-
tration's activities in the disposal of foreign
excess property for calendar year 1964, pur-
suant to title IV, section 404(d), Public Law
81-152; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

436. A letter from the Under Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting a proposed conces-
slon contract for services, ete., for the public
at the Oak Bottom site in the Whiskeytown
Reservoir Area, Callf., pursuant to 87 Stat.
271, as amended; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLS:

H.R.3699. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to expand and improve services
under the maternal and child health and
crippled children’s programs, to provide spe-
clal funds for training professional personnel
for providing health services for crippled
children, to provide for a program of medi-
cal assistance for children and other persons
whose income and resources are insufficient
to meet the cost of necessary medical care
and services, to enable States to Implement
and follow up their planning and other ac-
tivities leading to comprehensive action to
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combat mental retardation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois:

H.R.8700. A bill declaring Columbus Day
to be & legal public holiday; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 3701. A bill to authorize a 2-year pro-
gram of Federal financial assistance for all
elementary and secondary schoolchildren
in all of the States; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. CABELL:

HR.3702. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit
against income tax for a taxpayer with one
or more children in college; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R,38708. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase from 18 to 22,
in the case of a child attending school, the
age until which child’s insurance benefits
may be paild thereunder; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R. 3704. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to provide a new system of
overtime compensation for postal field service
employees, to eliminate compensatory time
in the postal field service, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R.3705. A bill to amend the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Act of 1959 to pro-
vide that the entire cost of health benefits
under such act shall be paid by the Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R. 3706. A bill to prevent the use of stop-
watches or other measuring devices In the
postal service; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H.R.3707. A bill to improve the annuity
computation formula for certain employees
under the Civil Service Retirement Act; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. FOGARTY:

HR.38708. A bill to provide assistance in
the development of new or improved pro-
grams to help older persons through grants
to the States for community planning and
services and for training, through research,
development, or training project grants, and
to establish within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare an operat-
ing agency to be designated as the “Ad-
ministration on Aging"”; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GROVER:

H.R.3709. A bill to provide for the medical
and hospital care of the aged through a
system of voluntary health insurance, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HORTON:

H.R.3710. A bill to amend section 831 of
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 in
order to continue the indemnity payment
program for dairy farmers; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HOWARD:

H.R.3711. A bill to amend title 23 of the
United States Code to increase the total
mileage of the National System of Interstate
and Defense Highways; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. KEOGH:

HR.3712. A bill relating to the applica-
tilon of the manufacturers excise tax on
electric light bulbs in the case of sets or
strings of such bulbs; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. LINDSAY:

H.R.3713. A bill to establish a Commission
on the Organization of the Congress; to the
Committee on Rules.
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HR.3714. A bill to amend the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act to provide for the
disclosure of certain communications re-
ceived by Government agencles from Mem-
bers of Congress with respect to adjudica-
tory matters; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MEEDS:

H.R.3716. A bill to provide for the as-
sessing of Indian trust and restricted lands
within the Lummi Indian diking project on
the Lummi Indian Reservation in the State
of Washington, through a drainage and dik-
ing district formed under the laws of the
State; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Aﬂa.irs.

By Mr. MONAGAN:

HR.8716. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, to
establish the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Administration, to provide grants for re-
search and development, to Increase grants
for construction of municipal sewage treat-
ment works, to authorize recommendations
for standards of water quality, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

H.R.8717. A blll to amend the Federal Coal
Mine Safety Act so as to provide further for
the prevention of accidents in coal mines; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.3718. A bill to authorize the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia to acquire,
contract, operate, and regulate a public off-
street parking facility; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI:

H.R.3719. A bill to establish a U.S. mint
in Cook County, Ill; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R.3720. A bill to adjust wheat and feed
grain production, to establish a cropland re-
tirement program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SCHWEIKER.:

H.R.3721. A bill to amend the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act, as amended, In
order to increase the authorization for ap-
propriations; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. SHRIVER:

HR.3722. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase the amount
of outside earnings permitted from $1,200 to
$1,800 yearly without deductions from bene-
fits thereunder; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SPRINGER:

H.R.3723. A bill to protect the public
health and safety by amending the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to establish
special controls for depressant and stimu-
lant drugs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. TENZER:

H.R.3724. A bill authorizing the President
of the United States to award posthumously
a Congressional Medal of Honor to John
Fitzgerald Eennedy; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. UTT:

HR. 3725. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
from the gross estate for the value of prop-
erty passing to children; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R.3726. A bill to authorize the retire-
ment on full annuity after 30 years of service
of employees subject to the Civil Service Re-
tirement Act; to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service.

By Mr. HERLONG:

HR.3727. A bill to amend titles I and
XVI of the Soclal Security Act to liberalize
the Federal-State programs of health care
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for the aged by authorizing any State to
provide medical assistance for the aged to
individuals eligible therefor (and assist in
providing health care for other aged individ-
uals) under voluntary private health insur-
ance plans, and to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 19564 to provide tax incentives
to encourage prepayment health insurance
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mr. CURTIS:

H.R.8728. A bill to amend titles I and
XVI of the Social Security Act to liberalize
the Federal-State programs of health care
for the aged by authorizing any State to
provide medical assistance for the aged to in-
dividuals eligible therefor (and assist in
providing health care for other aged indi-
viduals) under voluntary private health
insurance plans, and to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide tax in-
centives to encourage prepayment health
insurance for the aged; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, KASTENMEIER:

HR.3720. A bill to amend the Foreign

Assistance Act of 1961 so as to authorize the

out, in furtherance of the foreign
policy of the United States, of certain pro-
grams of assistance to needy persons and
social welfare and nonprofit school lunch
grﬂog;ms; to the Committee on Foreign

By Mr. MILLER::

H.R.3730. A bill to authorize appropria-
tlons to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and admin-
istrative operations, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics.

By Mr. PERKINS:

HR.3731. A bill to establish a new pro-
gram of grants for public works projects
undertaken by local governments in the
United States; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R.3732. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase from 18 to
22, in the case of a child attending school,
the age until which child’s insurance bene-
fits may be pald thereunder; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R.3783. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide monthly in-
surance benefits for certaln dependent par-
ents of individuals entitled to old-age or dis-
ability insurance benefits; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R.3734. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide monthly in-
surance benefits for qualified dependent
relatives of certain insured individuals; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R.3735. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act to increase the amount
of outside earnings permitted each year
without any deductions from benefits there=
under; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R.3736. A bill to provide coverage under
the Federal old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance system for all officers and em-
ployees of the United States and its instru-
mentalities; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois:

H.J. Res. 244. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.J. Res. 245. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr, HANSEN of Idaho:

H.J. Res. 246. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to guarantee the right of any
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State to apportion one house of its leglsla
ture on factors other than population, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MACHEN:

-H.J. Res. 247. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to'equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-

By Mr. STAFFORD:

H.J. Res. 248, Joint resolution to propose
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the succession to
the Presidency and Vice-Presidency and to
cases where the President is unable to dis-
charge the powers and duties of his office;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota:

H. Con. Res. 136. Concurrent resolution to
establish a Joint Committee on Ethics in
the legislative branch of Government; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ELLSWORTH:

H. Con, Res. 137. Concurrent resolution to
establish a Joint Committee on Ethics in the
legislative branch of Covernment; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mrs. GRIFFITHS:

H. Con, Res. 138. Concurrent resolution
that the President of the United States be
requested to bring up the Baltic States ques-
tion before the United Nations and that the
United Nations conduct free electlons in
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, under its
supervision; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr, LINDSAY:

H. Con. Res. 139, Concurrent resolution to
establish a Joint Committee on Ethics
in the legislative branch of Government;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. MAILLIARD:

H, Con. Res, 140, Concurrent resolution to
establish a Joint Committee on Ethics
in the legislative branch of Government;
to the Committee on Rules.

. By Mr. MORSE:

H. Con. Res. 141. Concurrent resolution
establish a Joint Committee on Ethics
the legislative branch of Government;
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. REID of New York:

H. Con. Res. 142. Concurrent resolution
establish a Joint Committee on Ethics
the legislative branch of Government;
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. SCHWEIEER:

H. Con. Res. 143. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to efforts of the President to secure a
universal condemnation of anti-Semitism;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 144. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to the persecution by the Soviet Union of
persons because of their religion; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. TENZER:

H. Con. Res. 145. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with
respect to the public viewing of the film
“Years of Lightning, Day of Drums,” pre-
pared by U.S. Information Agency on the
late President KEennedy; to the Comm!ttee on
Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr. PEPPER:

H. Con. Res. 146. Concurrent resolution cx-
pressing the sense of Co! with respect
to aggression in the Middle East; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr, MORRIS:
H. Con. Res. 147, Concurrent resolution ex-
the sense of Congress on increasing
the authorized bed capacity for all Veterans’
Administration hospitals; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs,
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By Mr. FARBSTEIN :

H. Res. 146. Resolution creating a select
committee to conduct an investigation and
study ‘of the rate of cost increases under
health benefits plans; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. FRIEDEL: y

H. Res. 146, Resolution authorizing pay-
ment of compensation for certain committee
employees; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

The SPEAKER presented a memorlal of the
Legislature of the State of Towa, memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the
United States, reques:ing the continuation
of operations of the Veterans’ Administration
domiciliary at Ciinton, Iowa, which was
ﬁmﬂ to the Committee on Veterans'

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BINGHAM
H.R.3737. A bill for the rellef of Rasalina
Sousa Martins; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
By Mr. CALLAN:

H.R. 3738. A bill for the relief of Antonia
Herandez-Rico; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr, COLLIER:

H.R.8730. A bill for the rellef of Ellas
Dialektakos; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. DELANEY :

HR.3740. A bill for the rellef of Rosalita
Pina; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3741. A bill for the relief of Maria
Esther Nacson De Garcia Moya,; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

H.R.3742. A bill for the relief of Yong Ok
Espantoso; to the Committee on the Judicl-

By Mr. FALLON:

HR.3743. A bill for the rellef of M. R.

Agarwal; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

HR.8744. A blll for the rellef of Anna
Noullet; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3745. A bill for the rellef of David
Wajsblat; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.8746. A bill for the rellef of Irma
Hegedus; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 8747. A bill for the relief of Anna and
Simon Leiser; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.
By Mr. GRAY:

H.R. 3748. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Elda
Martin; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. JACOBS:

HR. 3749. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Matild Gizella Eovacs; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. JARMAN:

HR. 3750. A bill for the rellef of certain
individuals; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 3751. A bill for the rellef of Tarek L.
Radjef; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3752. A bill for the relief of Robert C.
Gibson; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. KEOGH:

H.R. 37563. A bill for the rellef of Grazla

Modafferl; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary,
By Mr. LINDSAY :

H.R. 3754. A bill for the relief of the helrs

of Dalyva Calazans and others; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.
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By Mr., McEWEN: I {
H.R. 87556. A bill for the rellef of Theodore
Ealtsounis; to the Committee on the Judi+
By Mr. MADDEN:;
HR. 8766. A bill for the relief of James S,
Eahriman; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary,
By Mr. OTTINGER:
H.R. 3757. A bill for the relief of Jan On-
nik Bahadir; to the Committee on the Judi-

H.R. 3758. A bill for the relief of Mary ¥,

Thomas; to the Committee on the Judielary.
By Mr, PATTEN:

H.R.3769. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Christina Protonentis; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.8760. A bill for the relief of Dr. Abbas
Assar; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.3761. A bill for the rellef of Luigl
Seminara; to the Committée on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. PEFPER:

H.R.3762. A bill for the rellef of Mr. Nic-
olas Roth Domonkos; to the Committee on
the Judiciary,

By Mr. POWELL:

HR.8763. A bill for the relief of Mel-
bourne B. Sibblies; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3764. A bill for the relief of Lydia
Carolina Pesso; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROONEY of New York.

H.R. 3765. A bill for the relief of Miss Rosa
Basile DeSantls; to the Committee on the
Judielary.

H.R.3766. A bill for the relief of Guiseppe
Clancimino; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. ROSTENEOWSEI:

HR.8767. A bill for the relief of Irena
Gordyczukowska; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 8768. A bill for the rellef of Anna Pol-
nik; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. SMITH of California:

H.R. 3769. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Sur=-
pilk Sulukciyan; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. TEAGUE of California:
mﬁﬁdm A hlﬂl for the relief of certain
employed by the Department of
the Navy at the Pacific %ﬂmle Range, Point
Mugu, Calif.; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. TUCK:

H.R. 3771, A bill to confer jurisdiction on
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of R. Gor-
don Finney, Jr.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WIDNALL:

H.R.3772. A bill for the relief of Maria
Restivo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.38773. A bill for the rellef of Joshua
Felise Ziro Brevio; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3774. A bill for the relief of Wanda
Olszowa; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

HR.3775. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Polyxeni Terzidon; to the Committee on the

H.R. 3776. A bill for the relief of Mrs, Mar-
garet M. Burke; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WOLFF (by request) :

H.R.3777. A bill for the relief of Edward
Pechdimaldjl; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. WYDLER:

H.R.3778. A bill to provide tax relief for
contributors to the Thomas M. Dugan Memo~
;i{al Fund; to the Committee on Ways and

eans.
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